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(1)

REQUESTING THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTING THE SEC-
RETARY OF STATE TO TRANSMIT TO THE HOUSE ALL IN-
FORMATION RELATING TO COMMUNICATION WITH THE 
U.K. BETWEEN 1/1/02 AND 10/16/02 RELATING TO THE POL-
ICY OF THE U.S. WITH RESPECT TO IRAQ; REQUESTING 
THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE TO TRANSMIT TO THE HOUSE ALL DOCUMENTS 
RELATING TO COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE U.K. RELAT-
ING TO THE POLICY OF THE U.S. WITH RESPECT TO IRAQ; 
AND DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO TRANSMIT 
TO THE HOUSE DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE DISCLO-
SURE OF THE IDENTITY AND EMPLOYMENT OF MS. VAL-
ERIE PLAME 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:41 a.m., in room 

2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chair-
man of the Committee) presiding. 

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order 
Pursuant to notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 375, request-

ing the President and directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
to the House of Representatives all information in their possession 
relating to communication with officials of the United Kingdom be-
tween January 1, 2002, and October 16, 2002, relating to the policy 
of the United States with respect to Iraq, for purposes of markup 
and move its adverse recommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point. 

[H. Res. 375 follows:]
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1

IV

109TH CONGRESS
1ST SESSION H. RES. 375

Requesting the President and directing the Secretary of State to transmit

to the House of Representatives not later than 14 days after the date

of the adoption of this resolution all information in the possession of

the President and the Secretary of State relating to communication

with officials of the United Kingdom between January 1, 2002, and

October 16, 2002, relating to the policy of the United States with

respect to Iraq.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JULY 21, 2005

Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. DAVIS of

Illinois, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FARR, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.

GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. KUCINICH,

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.

OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.

SERRANO, Mr. STARK, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. WATSON, Mr.

WEXLER, and Ms. WOOLSEY) submitted the following resolution; which

was referred to the Committee on International Relations

RESOLUTION
Requesting the President and directing the Secretary of State

to transmit to the House of Representatives not later

than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this

resolution all information in the possession of the Presi-

dent and the Secretary of State relating to communica-

tion with officials of the United Kingdom between Janu-

ary 1, 2002, and October 16, 2002, relating to the

policy of the United States with respect to Iraq.
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Resolved, That not later than 14 days after the date1

of the adoption of this resolution—2

(1) the President is requested to transmit to3

the House of Representatives all documents, includ-4

ing telephone and electronic mail records, logs, cal-5

endars, minutes, and memos, in the possession of6

the President relating to communications with offi-7

cials of the United Kingdom from January 1, 2002,8

to October 16, 2002, relating to the policy of the9

United States with respect to Iraq, including any10

discussions or communications between the Presi-11

dent or other Administration officials and officials of12

the United Kingdom that occurred before the meet-13

ing on July 23, 2002, at 10 Downing Street in Lon-14

don, England, between Prime Minister Tony Blair of15

the United Kingdom, United Kingdom intelligence16

officer Richard Dearlove, and other national security17

officials of the Blair Administration; and18

(2) the Secretary of State is directed to trans-19

mit to the House of Representatives all documents,20

including telephone and electronic mail records, logs,21

calendars, minutes, memos, and records of internal22

discussions, in the possession of the Secretary relat-23

ing to communications with officials of the United24

Kingdom from January 1, 2002, to October 16,25
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•HRES 375 IH

2002, relating to the policy of the United States1

with respect to Iraq, including any discussions or2

communications between the Secretary of State or3

other officials of the Department of State and offi-4

cials of the United Kingdom that occurred before5

the meeting on July 23, 2002, at 10 Downing Street6

in London, England, between Prime Minister Tony7

Blair of the United Kingdom, United Kingdom intel-8

ligence officer Richard Dearlove, and other national9

security officials of the Blair Administration.10

Æ
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Chairman HYDE. Today, the Committee will consider three reso-
lutions of inquiry which I intend to call up subsequentially. Ms. 
Lee of California introduced H. Res. 375, requesting the President 
and directing the Secretary of State to transmit documents related 
to communications about the United Kingdom between January 1, 
2002, and October 16, 2002, regarding the United States policy 
with respect to Iraq. 

Mr. Hinchey of New York introduced H. Res. 408, requesting the 
President and directing the Secretary of Defense to transmit infor-
mation related to communications with officials of the United King-
dom between January 1, 2001, and March 19, 2003, regarding the 
United States policy with respect to Iraq. 

Finally, Mr. Holt of New Jersey introduced H. Res. 419, directing 
the Secretary of State to transmit documents from May 6, 2003, to 
July 31, 2003, related to the disclosure of the identity and employ-
ment of Valerie Plame. 

Before calling up the first of the three resolutions, H. Res. 375, 
I would like to note this Committee has reported adversely five res-
olutions of inquiry in the recent past, including resolutions either 
very similar or nearly identical to the resolutions before us today. 

H. Res. 375 follows publication of the so-called Downing Street 
Memo, a memorandum prepared for a meeting on July 23, 2002, 
between Tony Blair and British officials. The memo was leaked and 
originally published in the May 1, 2005, edition of London’s The 
Sunday Times. The heart of the Downing Street Memo and a polit-
ical activism surrounding it centers on the author and the memo’s 
description of his impression of United States prewar intelligence 
on Iraq. 

The Downing Street Memo does not raise anything new. The de-
cision to go to war in Iraq and the intelligence surrounding the de-
cision have been examined and reexamined. Even a partial recita-
tion of the studies of the subject is a lengthy exercise, so please 
bear with me. 

The two congressional Select Committees on Intelligence, the 
Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the U.S. Regarding 
Weapons of Mass Destruction, known as the Silberman-Robb Com-
mission, the House of Commons’ Foreign Affairs Committee, and 
the British Hutton Inquiry all reviewed—in detail—prewar intel-
ligence on Iraq. None found any evidence of Administration officials 
attempting to coerce, influence or pressure intelligence analysts or 
‘‘fixing’’ intelligence. 

The Senate and the House Permanent Select Committees on In-
telligence have exhaustively investigated our prewar intelligence 
on Iraq. Both of these Committees, while finding failures in our in-
telligence assessments and methods, found no evidence that the 
Administration fixed intelligence to justify its policies. 

For instance, Conclusion Number 83 in the Senate Intelligence 
Committee report entitled, ‘‘U.S. Intelligence Community’s Prewar 
Intelligence Assessments on Iraq,’’ states, and I quote:

‘‘The Committee did not find any evidence that Administration 
officials attempted to coerce, influence or pressure analysts to 
change their judgments related to Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction capabilities.’’
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This conclusion, as is true of the entire report, was approved by a 
unanimous bipartisan vote by the Senate Committee. The Chair-
man of the Senate Committee, in his additional views on the Sen-
ate’s report, noted:

‘‘The Committee set out to examine a number of issues, includ-
ing whether anyone within the intelligence community was 
pressured to change their judgments or to reach a specific 
judgment to suit a particular policy objective. Not only did we 
find no such pressure, we found quite the opposite; intelligence 
officials across the community told Members and staff their as-
sessments were solely the product of their own analyses and 
judgments. They related to Committee staff in interview after 
interview their strong belief that the only pressure they felt 
was to get it right. Every individual with whom we spoke felt 
a deep sense of responsibility to provide the highest quality 
product possible.’’

The Senate Committee reviewed the record of intelligence on 
Iraq over the span of years stretching back more than a decade to 
the first Gulf War. The Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, Senator Roberts, in his additional views on the Senate’s re-
port, noted:

‘‘Nowhere in this process did we find any unexplained gaps or 
evidence that judgments were changed for any reason other 
than the logical evolution of the analyses. Had there been a 
successful attempt to alter the judgments of the intelligence 
community, there would have been an obvious, unsubstan-
tiated and inexplicable deviation from this progression. We 
found no such deviation. What we did find was largely good 
faith, albeit flawed, analyses that were influenced only by the 
intelligence reporting and the efforts of intelligence profes-
sionals trying hard to get it right.’’

Senator Roberts also notes that no member of the intelligence com-
munity, despite public pleas from anyone with concerns about the 
manipulation of prewar intelligence on Iraq, not one, ever came for-
ward with such concerns, either anonymously or otherwise. 

The Senate’s report, which runs over 500 pages, is the product 
of over 12 months of Committee review of over 45,000 pages of in-
telligence documents, spanning a decade, interviews of over 200 in-
dividuals, including National Security Council staff members, and 
four Committee hearings. As noted by its Chairman, the scope of 
the Senate Intelligence Committee’s 12-month inquiry into the 
United States intelligence community’s prewar assessments regard-
ing Iraq is without precedent in the history of the Committee. 

Senator Roberts’ conclusion on the issue of intelligence manipula-
tion is worth repeating:

‘‘In the end, what the President used to make the extremely 
difficult decision to go to war was what he got from the intel-
ligence community and not what he or Administration officials 
tried to make it.’’

The House Select Committee on Intelligence reviewed United 
States intelligence regarding the amount or existence of weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq, including the issues of bias, dissenting 
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views on how intelligence was disseminated, and the linkages be-
tween Iraq and terrorist organizations. The Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the House Intelligence Committee informed the Inter-
national Relations Committee that our Members have been granted 
access to the documentation provided by the CIA that the Intel-
ligence Committee was studying in its review; again, no evidence 
of fixing intelligence surfaced. 

The Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the U.S. Re-
garding Weapons of Mass Destruction, the Silberman-Robb Com-
mission, is seen as producing a definitive report on the issue of pre-
war intelligence on Iraq. This was a Blue Ribbon bipartisan com-
mission headed by former Senator Robb and Judge Silberman as 
co-chairmen, which included a talented and experienced group of 
commissioners, such as Senator McCain, Walt Slocum, Judge Wald, 
and Lloyd Cutler, and was supported by a bipartisan experienced 
professional staff of 88 professionals and consultants. The final re-
port runs over hundreds of pages and is nothing if not thorough in 
its scope and depth of review. 

Especially important to us today as we consider H. Res. 375 are 
the following conclusions:

‘‘We conclude that the intelligence community was dead wrong 
in almost all of its prewar judgments about Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction. . . . Its principle causes were the intel-
ligence community’s inability to collect good information about 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction programs, serious errors in 
analyzing what information it could gather, and a failure to 
make clear just how much of its analysis was based on as-
sumptions rather than good evidence. . . . After a thorough re-
view, the commission found no indication that the intelligence 
community distorted the evidence regarding Iraq’s weapons of 
mass destruction. What the intelligence professionals told you 
about Saddam Hussein’s programs was what they believed, 
they were simply wrong. . . . Finally, we closely examined the 
possibility that intelligence analysts were pressured by policy-
makers to change their judgments about Iraq’s nuclear, biologi-
cal, and chemical programs. The analysts who worked Iraq’s 
weapons issues universally agreed that in no instance did po-
litical pressure cause them to skew or alter any of their analyt-
ical judgments.’’

Senator Roberts perhaps summed up the significance of the Sil-
berman-Robb Commission report best when he stated:

‘‘I don’t think there should be any doubt that we have now 
heard it all regarding prewar intelligence. I think it would be 
a monumental waste of time to replow this ground any further. 
We should now turn our full attention to the future. . . .’’

In reviewing this mountain of public evidence found in these re-
ports that refute the notion of any ‘‘fixing’’ of intelligence, we 
should not ignore the obvious. There was no need for supporters of 
the war to ‘‘fix’’ intelligence in the run up to the war because the 
prewar belief among the intelligence community and policymakers 
that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction was overwhelming. 
Both the intelligence community, as reflected in its reports, and 
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policymakers of both political parties believed with certainty that 
Iraq had weapons of mass destruction. In October 2002, at the re-
quest of Members of Congress, it should be noted, the National In-
telligence Council produced a national intelligence estimate known 
as an NIE, which is the most authoritative intelligence assessment 
produced by the intelligence community. According to the Silber-
man-Robb report, this estimate concluded—wrongly as it turned 
out—that Iraq’s biological weapons capability was larger and more 
advanced than before the Gulf War, that Iraq possessed mobile bio-
logical weapons production facilities, that Iraq had renewed pro-
duction of chemical weapons, including mustard, sarin, GF and VX, 
that it had accumulated chemical stockpiles of between 100 and 
500 metric tons, and that Iraq had unmanned aerial vehicles that 
were probably intended for the delivery of biological weapons. Such 
a catalog of assertions from the intelligence community regarding 
Iraqi weapons of mass destruction required no embellishment or 
‘‘fixing’’ by those policymakers seeking to confront Iraq over weap-
ons of mass destruction. 

The firm belief that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction 
was shared by leaders of both political parties as early as 1998. 
President Clinton stated, and I quote:

‘‘There should be no doubt, Saddam’s ability to produce and de-
liver weapons of mass destruction poses a grave threat to the 
peace of that region and to the security of the world.’’

National Security Adviser Sandy Berger remarked:
‘‘Year after year, in conflict after conflict, Saddam has proven 
that he seeks weapons, including weapons of mass destruction, 
in order to use them.’’

Senator John Kerry stated in 2003:
‘‘I think Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction are a 
threat, and that is why I voted to hold him accountable and 
to make certain that we disarm him.’’

In a 2004 interview, former Weapons Inspector David Kay an-
swered the question whether it was a fair statement that the Ad-
ministration misled the American people by stating:

‘‘I think it is not fair, and it also trivializes what we did find, 
and the problem we face. The problem we face is that before 
the war not only the U.S. Administration and U.S. intelligence 
but the French, British, Germans, the UN all thought Saddam 
had weapons of mass destruction. Not discovering them tells us 
we have got a more fundamental problem.’’

David Kay also notes that:
‘‘This view of Iraq was held during the Clinton Administration 
and didn’t change in the Bush Administration. It is not a polit-
ical ‘got-you’ issue.’’

It is worth noting that the British inquiry into prewar intel-
ligence on Iraq conducted by Lord Hutton made findings similar to 
those made in all the United States reports. In his summary of con-
clusions, Lord Hutton dismissed the allegation that the British in-
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telligence dossier supporting the use of force against Iraq was 
‘‘sexed up’’:

‘‘I consider that the allegation was unfounded, as it would have 
been understood by those who heard the broadcast to mean 
that the dossier had been embellished with intelligence known 
or believed to be false or unreliable which was not the case.’’

H. Res 375 is drafted in such sweeping and overbroad language 
that it would include Presidential documents of the most sensitive 
nature involving communications between heads of state. Com-
plying with such inquiries would run contrary to long-established 
constitutional principles and set a dangerous precedent. George 
Washington, confronting this Nation’s first resolution of inquiry, 
was mindful of setting such a precedent. Washington wrote, and I 
quote:

‘‘The nature of foreign negotiations requires caution, and their 
success must depend often on secrecy; and even when brought 
to a conclusion, a full disclosure of all the measures, demands, 
or eventual concessions which may have been proposed or con-
templated would be extremely impolitic, for this might have a 
pernicious influence on future negotiations, or produce imme-
diate inconveniences, perhaps danger and mischief in relation 
to other powers. . . . To admit then, a right in the House of 
Representatives to demand and to have as a matter of course 
all the papers respecting a negotiation with a foreign power 
would be to establish a dangerous precedent.’’

That is a quote from George Washington. We can’t afford to be less 
mindful. 

A demand for the communication between heads of state would 
cripple the President’s ability to act in this country’s interest. H. 
Res. 375 requests documents that would include the President’s 
telephone and e-mail records, as well as logs, calendars, minutes 
and memos. Neither President Bush nor future Presidents of this 
country could effectively manage our foreign affairs if foreign lead-
ers feared that their supposedly private communications could be 
made public. A foreign memo based on hearsay is no justification 
for shackling the Executive Office. 

H. Res. 375 would send the wrong signal to our allies in the Mid-
dle East and would work to undermine our great enterprise of 
fighting terrorism and establishing democracy in the Middle East. 
I urge you to vote to report this resolution adversely, and I am 
pleased to recognize the Ranking Democrat, Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me first 
commend you for a comprehensive and serious opening statement. 
My only comment on the opening statement is that the Washington 
quote in your concluding remarks had to do with treaty negotia-
tions, not diplomatic contacts, which are at issue here. 

Mr. Chairman, while the attention of our Nation has been riv-
eted on nature’s fury and the tragic pictures from New Orleans, the 
war in Iraq continues unabated. Our courageous soldiers and those 
of Iraq are fighting shoulder-to-shoulder to stop fundamentalist ter-
rorists and to provide stability for the fledgling democracy in Iraq. 
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Mr. Chairman, the men and women carrying out the mission in 
Iraq are our constituents, and every Member of this Body fully sup-
ports them. We owe it to them—and to all of our constituents—to 
develop a complete picture of the decision-making that led the 
United States to go to war to bring down the regime of Saddam 
Hussein. And the Executive Branch owes it to the American people 
to make certain that their elected representatives are fully in-
formed. 

For some of our Members, reports of the so-called Downing 
Street Memo have cast a cloud over the Executive Branch’s deci-
sion-making and public declarations regarding Iraq. At a time 
when public support for the war is in decline—I will just hold on 
until my colleagues finish their conversation, Mr. Chairman. At a 
time when public support for the war is in decline, the refusal of 
the Executive Branch to do all it can to put these questions to rest 
only further undermines support. 

This bill asserts an appropriate role for the Congress in the for-
eign policy process, and it provides the Executive Branch with the 
opportunity to put to rest doubts about its actions in taking our 
Nation to war. That is why I support this resolution, and urge all 
of my colleagues to do likewise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SMITH. Ms. Lee of California. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you and our 

Ranking Member for your opening statements, and also just want 
to say to the Committee that today, as we reflect, of course, on the 
devastation in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina and the very 
slow Federal response, I think it is important to consider the lives 
and resources committed to this unnecessary war in Iraq. We are 
inevitably reminded of what is at stake when Congress decides to 
authorize the use of force. We have an enormous commitment of re-
sources and lives as it relates to the war in Iraq, and this of course 
severely impacts our domestic and our homeland security as we 
now are witnessing. 

The resolution we are considering now goes directly to the heart 
of our responsibilities as Members of Congress. It requests the 
President and directs the Secretary of State to provide Congress all 
documents, e-mails, phone logs, faxes and other communications 
regarding discussions that may have been held with British offi-
cials between January 1, 2002, and during the lead-up to congres-
sional authorization to go to war with Iraq on October 16, 2002. 

This resolution is not about bringing our troops home—although 
this is a position which I personally believe in and I support that 
position—but this resolution actually, with 82 co-sponsors, basically 
just asks the questions that the American people deserve the an-
swers to. There is no more solemn decision by a nation and the 
President than putting our troops in harm’s way and going to war. 
The Congress, however, continues to uncritically accept the Admin-
istration’s explanation on why the United States is at war with 
Iraq, and the American people deserve to know the truth about 
why we rushed into war. 

Nearly a year before the Iraq Survey Group first concluded that 
Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction, Congress has yet to con-
vene a bipartisan investigation on the veracity of prewar intel-
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ligence. That is why Members are forced to use procedural tools 
like this resolution of inquiry to uncover the truth. 

Finally, the United States is at war in Iraq under an authority 
conferred to President Bush by Congress. Consequently, it is not 
only Congress’ prerogative, it is our responsibility to ensure that 
that authority was not granted under circumstances that were de-
liberately misleading. 

Let’s examine the facts: On May 1, 2005, the Sunday London 
Times published the minutes of a secret meeting of British officials, 
including Prime Minister Tony Blair. This Downing Street Memo, 
as it has come to be known, stated:

‘‘It seemed clear that President Bush had made up his mind 
to take military action even if the timing was not yet decided, 
but the case is thin.’’

It also said:
‘‘Intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy, and 
there was little discussion in Washington of the aftermath of 
military action.’’

These are some of the serious revelations in this memo, and I 
would like to ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to submit 
these memos into the record. 

Chairman HYDE. Without objection. 
[The information referred to follows:]
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The Secret Downing Street Memo 

SECRET AND STRICTLY PERSONAL - UK EYES ONLY 

DAVID MANNING 
from: Matthew Rycroll 
Date: 23 July 2002 
S 195/02 

cc: Defence Secretary, Foreign Secretary, Anorney-General, Sir Richard Wilson, John Scarlett, Francis Rich
ards, CDS, C, Jonathan Powell, Sally Morgan, Alastair Campbell 

IRAQ: PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING, 23 JULY 

Copy addressees and you met the Prime Minister on 23 July to discu," Traq, 

This record is extremely sensitive, No further copies should be made, It should be shown only to those with a 
genuine need to know its contents. 

John Scarlett summarised the intelligence and latest lIC assessment, Saddam's regime was tough and based on 
extreme fear. The only way to overthrow it was likely to be by massive military action. Saddam was -vvorried 
and expected an attack, probably by air and land, but he was not convinced that it would be immediate or over
whelming, His regime expected their neighbours to line up with the US, Saddam knew that regular army morale 
was pOOL Real support for Sad dam among the public was probably narrow Iy based, 

C reported on his recent talks in Washington. There was a perceptible shift in attitude, Military action \Vas now 
seen as inevitable. Bush wanted to remove Saddam. through military action, justified by Ute conjunction oftcr
rorism and WMD, But the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy, The NSC had no patience 
with the UN route, and no enthusiasm for publishing material on the Iragi regime's record, There was little 
discussion in 'i}/ashington of the aftermath after military action. 

CDS said that military planners would briefCENTCOM on 1-2 August, Rumsfeld on 3 August and Bush on 4 
August. 

The two broad US options were: 

(a) Generated Start. A slow build-up 01'250,000 US troops, a short (72 hour) air campaign, then a move up to 
Baghdad from the south, Lead time of 90 days (30 days preparation plus 60 days deployment to Kuwait), 

(b) Running Start Use forces already in theatre (3 x 6,000), continuous air campaign, initiated by an Iraqi casus 
belli, Total lead lime of60 clays with the air campaign beginning even earlier, A hazardous option, 

The US saw the UK (and Kuwail) as essential, with basing in Diego Garcia and Cyprus critical for either option, 
Turkey and other Gulf states were also important, but less vital, The three main options for UK involvement 
were: 

(i) Basing in Diego Garcia and Cyprus, plus three SF squadrons. 

(ii) As above, with maritime and air assets in addition. 
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(iii) As above, plus a land contribution of up to 40.000. perhaps with a discrete role in Northern Iraq entering 
from Turkey. tying down two Iraqi divisions. 

The Defence Secretary said that the US had already begun "spikes of activity" to put pressure on the regime. 
No decisions had been taken, hut he thought the most likely timing in US minds for military action to begin was 
January, with the timeline beginning 30 days before the US Congressional ekctions. 

The Foreign Secretary said he would discuss this with Colin Powell this week. It seemed clear that Bush had 
made up his mind to take military action. even ifthe timing was not yet decided. But the case was thin. Saddam 
was not threatening his neighbours, and his WMD capability was less than that of Libya, North Korea or Iran. 
We should work up a plan for an ultimatum to Saddam to allow back in the UN weapons inspectors. This would 
also help with the legal justification for the use oftorce. 

The Attorney-General said that the desire 1(" regime change was not a legal base for military action. There were 
three possible legal bases: self-defence. humanitarian intervention, or UNSC authorisation. The first and second 
could not be the base in this case. Relying on UNSCR 1205 of three years ago would be difljcult. The situation 
might of course change. 

The Prime Minister said that it would make a big difference politically and legally ifSaddam refused to allow in 
the UN inspectors. Regime change and WMD wcre linked in the sense that it was the regime that was produc
ing the \VlvID. There were different strategies for dealing with Libya and Iran. If the political contcxt were right, 
people would support regime change. The two key issues were whether the military plan worked and whether 
we had the political strategy to give the military plan the space to work. 

On the first, CDS said that we did not know yet if the US battleplan was workable. The military were continuing 
to ask lots or questions. 

For instance, what were the consequences. if Saddam used WlvlD on day one, or if Baghdad did not collapse 
and urban warfighting began? You said that Saddam could also use his WMD on Kuwait. Or on Israel. added 
the Delence Secretary. 

The Foreign Secretary thought the US would not go ahead with a military plan unless convinced that it was a 
winning strategy. On this, US and UK interests converged. But on the political strategy, there could be US/UK 
dilTerences. Despite US resistance, we should explore discreetly the ultimatum. Saddam would continue to play 
hard-ball with the UN . 

.fohn Scarlett assessed that Saddam would allow the inspectors back in only when he thought the threat of mil i
tal)' action was real. 

The Defence Secretary said that if the Prime Minister wanted UK military involvement, he would need to 
decide this early. He cautioned that many in the US did not think it worth going down the ultimatum route. It 
would be important tor the Prime Minister to set out the political context to Bush. 

Conclusions: 

(al We should work on the assumption that the UK would take part in any military action. But we needed a 
fuller picture of US planning betore we could take any firm decisiuns. CDS should tell the US military that we 
\vere considering a range of options. 

2 
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(b) The Prime Minister would revert on the question ofwhethcr funds could be spent in preparation for this 
operation. 

(c) CDS would send the Prime Minister full details of the proposed military campaign and possible UK contri
butions by the end of the week. 

(el) The Foreign Secretary would send the Prime Minister the background on the UN inspectors, and discreetly 
work up the ultimatum to Saddam. 

He would also send the Prime Minister advice on the positions of countries in the region especially Turkey, and 
ofthe key EU member states. 

(e) John Scarlett would send the Prime Minister a full intelligence update. 

(I) We must not ignore the legal issues: the Attorney-General would consider legal advice with FCOfMOD legal 
advisers. 

(1 have written separately to commission this follow-up work.) 

MATrHEW RYCROFT 

(Rycroft was a Downing Street foreign policy aide) 

3 
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1'M/OZ/1J19 
PRIME MI!?ISTEll 

CR!lk'FOlll'J/IRAQ 

1 The rewards frcro your visit to O:awford "HI be raw, '!he risks 

.tra high, bot.h for you .and for the C..overnment. I jr.>:lge that there is 

at presffi1t no majority insid" the Pl.? for al'ly military ae-tian against 

Iraq, (al.ong~ide a greater readiness in the ?l.P to "'-'rface their c.or'.cerns) , 

Colleagues knOll tha t Saddam and the Iraqi regime are had, Making tha t 

c.;.Se is easy. But Io1e have a long way to go to convince t.J.,em as to: 

(a) the scale of the threat frem Iraq and Why this has got w!."se recently; 

{b} "hat distinguishes the Iraqi threat from that of e.g ~ran and North 

Korea so as to justify military Ole ticn; . 

(e; th" justification for any military action in terms of international 

1"",; ",xl 
(d) whether !;he consequence of military action really would be a Comlpl:i.ant 

law abiclil'.g replilcement goven'l!lent. ' 

2 The wt>ole exercise is mad" much more diffieul t to handle as long 

"g conflict between Israel and the Palestinians is so acute. 

THE SCAlE Of TH£ 11lREA't 

3 'Ihe Iraqi regim<'! plainly poses a most sexcious threat to its neighbours 

and therefore to inte...-national security. !loIoJever, in the documents so ' 

far presented it has been hard to gl"an whether the threat from Iraq is 

so si&nificantly 
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cif£erent from that of !J:an and tlol-tt> KDrea as to jus!:ify military 

action (see below). 

4 If 11 September had not happened, it is doubtful t.'lat t.'la US would 

nO'll be considering military action against Irsq. In addition;, there 

has ~ 110 credible evidence to link Iraq with lJ"BL and AI Qaida. 

Objectively, the threat from Iraq has not worsened as " result of 11 

Sept.erolY>..r. \,hat has hOW'eVeJ: cl1.anged is the tolerat'!<:<! of the international 

community (e~ially that of the US), the world ha<1ing witnesses on 

Septe1llbar 11 just what determined evil people can these days ]Jl'!rp<;!tuat.e. 

TIlE DIF1'El!l.lNCE: IlE'IWEEN IRiIQ, IRAN AND NOIm1 KOREA 

5 By linki.'lg these COI.mtries together ;in thls "axis of evil" speech, 

President Bush implied an identity be!:Wen them not only in terms of their 

thr:eat, but also :in tex:ms of the action necessary to deal with <;he 

threat. " lot of IoIOrk will now peed to be aone to delink .he three, and 

to shaw why military action against Iraq is gO lllU<:h more justified than 

against Iran and North Korea. The heart of this case !.l that Iraq poses 

a unique and present danger - rests on tile facts that it: 

* invaded a neighbour; 
has used WIfl, and would use them again; 

* is in breach of nine UNSCRS. 

THE pOSmON IN lNTERNATlONAJ.. I!JIi 

6 That Iraq js in· flagrant breach of ir>teroaticnal legal obligations 

illTposed on it. by the UNSC provides us with the core of " strategy, lind 

one "hlch is hosed on international law. 111deed" if the argunent is to 

be wnt1, the.mol case 

SECRET AND PEBSONAL 
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sr.:eR£T AND PERSONAl.. 

against TJ:0q and in ralYour (if necessary) of military ;;;cti=, needs 

to be M!"r<lted wi:h reference to the inteJ:natiol1al L"1Jle nf la",. 

7 \Ie .also have better to sequence the explanation of "hat \.Ie are 

doing and why. Specifically. we need to COncQllt1."ate j-n the e"rly stages 

on: 

,,. making operational tha sanct;iot:s ~egin1e foreshtodowed by UNSCR 

1382; 

1< demanding the readmission of we8IX'US inspectors, but this time 

to operate in a free and unfettereo way (a similar formula to that which 

Cheney usa:! at your joint press conference, as I recAll). 

8 I know there are t.'1ose "he say that an attack on Iraq would be 

justified whether or not weapons inspect(}rs were readmitted. But I 

believe. that a demand for the unfet tered readtnis!;'ion of weapons inspectors 

is essential, in terms of public explanation, and in terms of l.agal 

sanction for any subsequent military action. 

Legally there are two potential el!!phant traps' 

(i) regime change par se is )10 justification for lIlilita1:)' action; it 

could fe>rtn part of the -method of tmj' strategy, roc not a goal. Of course 

we may ..ant <;redibly to assert t.'>at regime c..'1an&Q is an essential part ' 

of the strategy by web lie !lava to achieve our erds - that of the 

elimination of Iraq'-s J;MO capacity: but the latter hlts to be the goal; 

(1i) on 14:lether any military actian would rllqtlire a fresh lJNSC maooate 

(Desert Fox did not). !he US are likely to oppose any idea of a fresh 

mandate. On the other side, the weight of legal advice here is that a 

f rash Illan<!8te 
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mal' ;,eU be required. lhIare is 1'lO doubt that a new UNSCR would trlmsform 

the c.li-mate in the l'LP. Whilst t.""t (a new mandate) i.s \1£ry unlikely, 

given the US"s position, a draft resolution aga;i.nst military act.~on 

"'it,h 13 in favDur (or handsiUing) .~:nd two vetoes against COlJld play very 

badly here. 

'Tm: CONS~l'NCliS OF A.W MILttARY ACl'IOO 

10 A legal justiti<:atiOfl is a n~essary but far from Suffic.ient 'f11'eu 

coliditioD for military action, ?a have also to answer the big question • 

what will this action achie~? 1OOr'e seems to be II Larger hole in this 

than on anything. Most of the assesstnern:s from the llS have assumed "",&lme 

change atI r. means of eliminating Iraq's \,M) threat. But Ilone has &!IUs

factorily ~ h:Jw that regime chan>';8 is to be secured, ;md how 

there can he any certainty that. the repJ..;:cement regime will be better. 

11 Iraq has rod NO:l:\istot'y of democt"acy so no-one has this hd.bit or 

experience. 

(JACK S:J:AAii!) 
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British tlllbassy washington 

from the i\lribass~dor 

O'lristapher Meyer KOIG 

Sir David '1a.~ning KCMG 
NO 10 Downing Street 

IRAQ MID AFGHANISTAN, ctJl.i'VEllSATION Im'll IDLF~!'!Z 

l' Paul Wolfowi tz. the Deputy Secretary of Jefense. care to Sunday lunch on 17 

March. 

2 Ci., Ira<! r opened by stic.ld.ng very closely to the script that. you used Wi th 

Contii Rice last week. We backed regime change, but the plan lwd to be clever 

at'.d failure was not an option. I~"would be a tough sall for us domestically, and 

probably tougher elsewher~ in Europe. 1ha US could go it alone if it """"too to, 

~ut if it wan1:ed to ,act 1inth partners .. there had t.o be a st"ar.egj! for bIilding 

support for military action against Saddam. 1 t.'1en 'iJEtlt through :.he ~ to 

;rrongfoot Saddam 011 the inspectors and the UN SCRs and the critical importance 

af the MEPP as an integral part of the anthSaddam sl:ra1!egy. :Lf all this could 

ba ac.c.oo>;>lished skilfully, we wera fairly confident that a nunber of countries 

"ould cane on board. 

3 1 said that the !J!( was givl.ng serious thought to publishing a paper that 

",auld make too case against Saddam. If the lJ!{ were to join with the US in any 

operil~oti' against Saddatn, .,.. would have to I::e able to take a cd tic.al mass of 

parlill!le!lU!rY and pUblic apit1:Um With US • It' vasextroordinary ho<.ipeapla had 

EOrg'etLetl hOw bad he was. 

4 >blfowiu said that. he fully agreed. He took a slightly differant position 

f1:"'" others in the Administt-ation, 'iho 1oIer.e forcussed on Saddam's capacit.y 

to develop liUpOC\S of mass de&truct1:>u. 'The 1.Ml danger ':IllS of course c::rucial to 

the public case against Saddam. partu:ularly the potentllli linkage to terrorism. 

But IJolfowiU thought it indispensable to spell aut in detail Saddam's ' 

barbari5lB. This was _11 documented from what ha had done during the OCCUpation 

of l{uwait, the incursion into !<tm:lish terr;i'tii>ry, the assault on the MarSh Arabs 

and to hi", awn people. A lot of work had beeo done on',~1ili;sl;l::""""rds the end of • 

tha first lWb admil1istration. l«>l£oWitz thought that tru:s,lwt\Wd go a long way 

to destroying any no tion of moral equivalence ootween Iraq and rs;;:ael. I said 

that 1 bad been fo=afully struck, \/hen addressing university audiences in tn.e 

US. how ready sl:UClen tl! were to gloss over Saddam J s crimes and to blame the US 

and the mt for the suffering of the Iraqi people. 

5 lbl£owita said that it was abstJrd to deny the link between terrorism and 

Saddarn. Thru::e rniSht be doubt about the alleged meeting in Prague 'between 

Mohammed Atta, the lead hijacker on 9/11, and Iraqi intelligeree (did we, he 

asked, know anyi:hing more aboot t'llis meeting?). 1lut there were othar 

substantiated cases of Saddam giving comfort to terrorists, including saneol1e 

involved in the first attack on the World Trade Center (the latest New Yorker 

appacentll' has a story about links between Saddam and A1 Qaeda operating in 

Kurdistan) • 



20

VerDate Mar 21 2002 14:30 Feb 15, 2006 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\WORK\FULL\091405M\23436.000 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL 23
43

60
00

9.
ep

s

t, ]. <:J£;teci fur WolfO'Witzj~: LIJ. .. (;" on the st!"'Ugr;l~· in::j~::( .. tht: ,.ty.:hr.i.rii .. e::t1~..:!tion 
L~~tWS:Qr; c.hi!:: prv'" and 811£.1" INC lc.;bl,')ic$ (wel~ d(lc-U!1~n~(...il j.YI Sy H21:;'$h'~· l-ec.ent 
Nil'''' Yori'~:r p5.e'.,~, which J 'g?"" you). fk ;,.;,id ttwt be iourit h:LD'ic~"lf '''' t~ .. n th", 
t"Vltl s:Ldes (1:'.1t .il.S the:: convf;rs~.Jt:i.an devE:.lo):cd 1 j t bec.':in~ clear th::lt Wolfow:l.tz 

wfJt,.; f;!JI" more prtl-n~C t:h:;JTl not). Be said- ~h~~ h~~ was ~lrongly VP;::ORfi' to what 
some were .,avocatir,g: ,a D:,.,li tion ir,cluding all outside factic-Tls ""cer,t thor: 
INC (IliA, J\ljP, ?UK, SCil:lI). lhis wnuld not work. fIostility towards th" INC 
was in reality oostili ty to'Wt'lrds Ch~lab:i.. It was true tll.;!t Chal:.tbi was 11(1ot th~ 
e£otsie.st person to work w-ith. Bute had a good recD:cl j,n i:tin&irlg high-grade 6efector.4 
01lt CJi Iraq. The CIA stur,oornly refused to recogm.,s" thiS. They Urlreascmably 
denigrste:l t..'Ie lNC beciJ'Jse of th6ir fix.l!tion with O1~l.abj. Iffi.,n J mentioned that 
the INC "as penetr?-cled by !1"aqi intelligence, Ii'oUowitz C(:f,IT>el1te,cl that this "'~s 
probably the U.S" with .all the opposittotl grol1j)$' it WM something we "",uld 
h"ve to live ~i th. As loo the Kurds, 1t was true that they were hvi~ well 
(.anotber point .0 bG made in any public dossier on Saddam) <lOa thet they feared 
provoking an inc!lrsi0l1 by Baghdad. But there \lere good people atno~ the l{urds, 
inc1ud:l.l1g, io partJ.cular Salih (? ).of the PUlC '.'olfowit2 brushed over my 
reference to the .. bsence of Sutmi in the INC, there was i3 big differen:.e between 
Il:a'lt and Iranian Shia. The fo::mar just wanted to be rid of Saddam. 

7. 'WD1f~itZ waS pretty dtsmissi.va of the desirability of a mih tary cOuo and 
of the defector ganer<lls in the ·.rings. The latter had blood 0<1 their h .. ;:xls: Th", 
J:mportant thil11l was to try to have Sa.ddsm replaced by something like a 
functioning democracy. Though imperfect, the Kurdish model was not bad. How to 
achieve this, 1 asked? Only through a ccali tiOfI of all the parties was the 
mlS'Wer (we did not get int.o military planning). 
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FRO!1: DN.m MANN~ 
lIATE: 14 !1ARa1 2002 

cc: .lONAWAN FOWEU,. 

PRIME I1INJ.smR 

YOOR 1RL'1' TO rae us 

I had dinner ,,'ita Condi on Tuesday; and talks .md looch '-'1 th her and an 

NSC, team 0>1 \le(lnesday (to which O'>ristofher I".eyer also carne). 1bese were 

good exchanges:, ani particularly frank »hen we we"e """,!.lon-one at dinner. 

1 att.lcl\ the records in case you want to glance. 

lie Spent ~ long time at dinner on tRAQ. It is clear that l3ush is grateful 

for y= support and has registered that YQU a:t:a getting flak. 1 said 

that yoLI oou1d not budge ;i.n your support for regime change but you 

had to manage a press, a Parliament and a public. opinion that "'as \/&"1 

different than a."ythiI1g in the States. And you would not budge ",1 t."ler 

in your insistence !:hat, if we pursued regime change, it must be very 

carefully dor.e aPd produ:.e the right result. Failure was not an option. 

Condi 's enthusiasm for regime change is undinmed. l!ut there wet'e some 

signs, since we last spoke, of greater awareness of t.h& p"a<Oti.c"l diffic

ulties and political. risks. -(See the attached piece by Seymour Hersh 

which Christopher "'.eyer says gives a pretty a.ceurate picture of the uncertein 

state of t.'le debate in lJashington.) 

From what she said, Bush has yet to find the answers to the big que.stic:ns: 

- . M.t to persua::l<! international opinion that military action against 

Iraq is necessary and justified; 

IOhat val\lll'to pUt on the eJ<iled Iraqi opposition; 

- II"", to coordinate a US/allied militatY c.anpaign IJith internal 

opposi tion (assunit'l$ there is anyh 

wt happet1S 6n the m:>rning after? 

Bush will want to pick your·brains. He will also want to hear Wether 

he can e>epeCt <;oali don svpport. I told Condi that. we realised that the 

Administrat;'O'O could go it alone if it chose. But if it wanted company.fl 

it would have: to take account of the concerns e>f it. potential coalition 

partners. In particular: 

the Un dimension. TIle is:;ue of the. _P0>15 ~nspectOl:S must be handled 

in a way that would persuade EiJropean and wider opinion that t.'le us was 

conscious of: tha international framework, and t.'1e insistence of many 

countrl.<!g on the need for a legal base. ~ refused by Saddam to accept 

unfettered inspections would be a powerful argument; 
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t.he ~ram~t impo!"tB1.1C8 of tackling I.s!·3elJr?JJ.estine~ Unless we 
did, ''', COIJld find ourselves bombing Ix~q and l()s.i~g I;he Gulf. 

YOllR Vli:i1T 1:(; THE RANCH 

No doubt we "eed to keep a sense of perspective. But my talks with Condl 

convince(! me that Bush wants to hear you v:Lew3 en Irll'l :;:....1or<1'. taking 

decision5. He also wants your support. I:lIr. is 5ti).1 .... 'TLin", from the c.om

me,),::" by other P)rropean leaders on his Ir.1q policy. 

This gives you real influence: on the public relations strates.Ji; OIl the 

rrn and waPOM inspections; and 0!1 US planning for any military campaign. 

This could be critically important. I thi",k there i.s a real l-isit that the 

Administration underestimates the difficulties. They may agree that 

failure isn't an option, but this does not mean that they will ..void it. 

Will the. SI.!'Mi majority really respond to an uprising led by Kurds and 

Shias1 !Jill A:.eric.ans really put in enough grour.d troops to do the job 

if the Kurdish/Shi 'ite stra~em fails? Even if they doll w.Ul they be 

willing to take the sort of casualties that the llepublican Guerd may 

inflict on ~ if it turns out w be an urban \Oar, and Iraqi troops 

don't C6nveniently collapse in II heap as Richard Perl.e a:nd others confid

ently p""dict? Th.ey· need to answer thesell and other tough questions, 

in a more convincing way than tMy have so far before c.ollcludiD8 that they 

can do ~e business. 

Tne Ulll:S at tIle ranch IOill also give you the chance to push Bush on 

the Middle L.;.st. The Iraq factor maans that there may never be a better 

opportunityto get this Administration to gi w SlIS tained atten tion to 

reviving the MEPP. 
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IRAQ: OPTIONS PA.1'ER 

SIMiARY 

Since 1991, our objective 11<'$ bee!> to re-integrate a l""...abiding Iraq 

which does not possess WMD oJ; threaten its na1ghbours, :lnt<> the internat~on"l 

canr.unity. IIllplicitly, t.his =t occur with Saddm, Hussein in power. As 

at least "",rst option, i.i\9 have supported II policy of containment 'llhich has 

been partially suc;.cessJ'ul. HoNever: 

'" Decspite sanctitms, ll::aq continues to develop \..MI, although our 

intftl.li&ence is poor. Saddl!Im has used \H) in the past and could do so again 

if his regime lIel:e threatened, though ~ is no greate.r threat nOw th8n 
in recent years that Saddam ~ill use l<MJ; and 
* Saddam's brutal regima remains in poweJ;'l a.'1d desublises the Arab 

and wider Islamic world. 

lie ~ve two opti",,,,. We could toughen the existing containment policy. 

This woulti increase the presEUre on Saddanm. It would not rei'l1tegrate 

Iraq into the illterna tional COIInlI'.i ty. 

The US administration has lost faith in cc>ntainment and is now consideriT\g 

regime change. '!he end states could either be a Sunni strongman or a 

representative gov,,=nent, 

'I'bra three optiOtl5 for achieving regime -change are: 

* covert support to' opposif.iotl g~ to"lllqllI:lt an uprising/coup; 

" air supper'" for l)j?positioo groups to mount an uprising/coup; and 

,~ a full-scale ground c.ampai,gn. 

'l'bese are not llJJtual1y excillSive. Options 1 atJ<lbr 2 would be Ilatural. 

precursors to OptionJ. The greater, investment of Western forces, the 

greater ow: control over Iraq's future, bu~ the gJ:eater t'he cost and the 

longer we wool ooed to stay. '!he only certain means to remove Saddsm and 

his elite is to invade and impose a new gover!Jllel1tll but this could ,involve 

nation building over many years. Eiven a represantative government could 

seek to acquire WMIl and MId-up its c.oOV'eIltional forces, so 10!lg as Iran 

and Israel retain their Ill'{) and COIWe!ltional armoul'ies and there "'ali no 

acceptable solution to Palestinian gri,eI1ances. 

A lagal.justification £cZ:invasion would be needed. Subject. to I.e.w 

officers advice, pone currently exists. This makes moving quickly to 

invade legally vary difficult. lie should therefore COtlSida'r a staged 

approach, establishing international support.!' building up pressure on 

Saddaru, and developing military plans. There i.s a lead tj.me of about (; 

monw to a grout-.:! offensive. 

1 

SECllET ilK EYES ONLY 
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SEGI'Jrr UK Ems cm.l'. 

CllllREr.'1 OBJEC!IVES OF UK roUO' 

1 Withil1 out objectives of preserv:in& peace aOO stability in the Gulf 

atld ensuring energy security, our CUl'"rent objectives to\o'ards Iraq are: 

* the rei.ntegration of a law-abiding Iraq" which cloes not. possess ,l.ffij 

or thre&tan it!! neighbours, into t.'w inte..'"Pat.iooal commmity. Implicitly 

this cannot occ;.w: ..,i th Sadd"", in. power; and ' 

t hence. as the least worst :>ption, we. have supported c.ontainment of Iraq, 

by constraining Saddam':s ability to reUa;t:l1l or bui.ld up WMD aOO to threaten 

his nai,ghbours. 

2 Subsidiary objectives are: 
1< Preserving the territorial integrity of Iraq; 

*' improving the !lua"n,i t.:u-ian situation of the Iragi people; 

" Pl'Ot;eeting the Km-ds in Northern lTaq; 
*' S".lstaining l'l</llS co-operatiOl'l, including, if necessary, by moderating 

US' pt>ll:c.y; and 
'* maintaL'ling the credibility and auth<:>rity of the Security Council. 

HAS CllfLUNME1,'l' OORKED1 

3 Since 1991, the policy of contaimant has been partially successful: 

.", Sanc.tiOns have effectively frozen Iraq's nuclear p:cos,rB«l1e; 

k Iraq has been prevented rrom re1:oilding its conventional arsenal to 

preUGulf Wa:c levelS.; 
.,. hallistic missile progranmes hlrve been severely restrict&dj 

1< Ilio logical ~ons (BW) and Cl1emical Weapons (CW) progrBlOO1es have been 

hindered; * No ny Zones establiShed over ncn:thern and southern Iraq have gi.ven 

scma protection to the Ki.D:ds and th1I! Sbia. Althaugh subject to c.ontinuing 

political pressure, the Kurds remain autonanous; and 

* Saddai!l has not succ.eeded in seriously threatening his neighbours. 

4 BoweIIe:r! 
* Iraq continues to develop .reapons of mass destruction, althoUSh out' 

intelligence is poOr. Iraq has up to 20 ~5Dkm-range missileslleft over 

from the Gulf W'al:. These are cap!bla of hitting Is::ael and the Gulf 

states. !A!sign work for other ballistic. missiles over the UN limit of 

15a1m ~.ontinues. Iraq continues with its BW and CW progranmes and, if 

it. has not. already done Sqll could produce significant quantities of BW 

agents wi thin days and Qj) agent within ..eeics of. a d~ision to do $0. 

We believe it COIlld deliver CBW by a lI'IIrtety of means, including in 

be.1list:ic missile warheads. There are also sane i.n<l::ications of a contin

uing IrJelear progJ:'8JlIM. Saddam has used WHO in the past and could do 80 

again if bis regime were threatened. 
2 
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1; Sacldam leads e brutal regime, I'hlCh impoverishes his peopl~. lofu:lJ.e in 

power Saddam is a rallying I"'int tOl:" anti-\J~tert1 sentimmt in the Arab 

and wider Isli!l<l1ic world, anel as suc."l a <:.<iuse of instability; and 

* despite UN controls over Iraq'S oil revenue under Oil for food, ~ 

is considerable oil mod Othel' s,wggling. 

5 In this context, and against the background of om: desire to re·· 

integrate a law-abiding Iraq h,to roe international com:nunity, we "",arnine 

the two f911Oloi'ing policy options: 
* a toughening of the ensting containment pOlicy, facilitated by 11 

SeptCffihl>r; and 
"" regime change by mili tary mea.'>s: a new departure wch ...mld require the 

ccnstnlCtion of a c.oalition and a legal justification. 

6 This would consist of the following elements: 

* full implementation of all relevant UNSCRs, particularly 687 {1991) 

and 1284 (1999). ~ should 1!l1Sl.lre thet the Goods Review List (GRL) is 

introduced in May and that :Russia holds to its promise not to block. 

The sigr.s are positive but contillUing pressure is needed. ('Ihe GRL 

focuses sanctions exclusively Oil prevenCing shipments of !.lID-related 

and other aJ:l!lS, while allowing other hlsiness without scrutiny. As such, 

it will greatly facilitate l~itimate Iraqi cornme1:ce under Oil for Food.); 

"" encourage the US not to bloel< diseuss1on$ to clarify the modalities 

of Resolution 1284 ont:!! Russian ~ to the GRL has been secured. 

1<e Shau1d take a hard-line on each area for clarification ~ the :purpose 

of clarification is not to lower the bar on Iraqi comt>liance; but 

'I< p5 and Security Council unity lOOI.lld facilitate a specifi<;. damand that 

Iraq reo-admit the UN inspectors. Qn: aim would be to tell Saddam to adrni t 

inspectors or face the risk of military action • 
." push for tougher action (especially by the US) against states breaking 

sanctiQilS. 'lhis should not discrimiIlate between allies ('lUrkey), friends 

(UAE) and others (especially Sytia). It "'<)\lId put real pressure on Saddam 

either to su1;mi,t to meaningful inspections or to lash out; 

." r.Jaintsin our present military posture, including in tM NFZs, and be 

prepared to respond robustly to any Iraqi ao"en~urisn; and 

'" cOntinue to make clear (without overtly espousing regime chan.,cre) 

OIl;' view that !raq would be better off 141thotit Saddam. "We could trail 

the rosy future for Iraq without Irlm in a 'Contl'aCt with the Iraqi 

People', altho1Jlih to be at all credible!' this """,ld need some detailed 

work. 

What could it achieve: 

3 
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." lhe:t-e lrill be greater pressure on Sadri"",: The GfiL will make sanctions 

more attractive to at loost SC>'lle of their cletrac~0l"'5. Improving 

implementation of sfl..-rtCtions ,,"x'lUld reduce tb.e regiJne IS illicit: revenues; 

atld 
" the return of UN "'8,~ponS il1SpeCtorS IiOUld allow ~reate:r scrutiny r,f 

Iraqi J.l/4) progr_ and of Iraqi forces in gePeral. If they found 

s:i.gnific.ant evidence of IYIID, were expelled or, in face of an ultimatum, 

not ".,..ad:rJ.tteci in the first place; 1 then this could provide lesal 

justification fOl: large-scale military a:.tion (see below). 

3 But: 
* Some of the difficulties with the existing polley still apply; 

* ·those states 1rI br.;:sch of sanctions will want c.crnpensat.ion if t.'1ey 

are to chimge tack; 
." &!ddam 1s only ·likely to pemit the return of iospec. tors if he believes 

the threat of large scale US military action is imminent and that such 

c<X1C£Ssions would prevent the US from acting decisively. Playing for 

time'/ he lOOuld then embark on a rena<.reci policy of non colloperation; and 

-I: 8lthough c.ontainment ha.s held for the past decade, Iraq has progres

sively increased its iptemational engagement. Even if ::he GRI. makes 

sal'J(:.tions more sustainablell the sanctions regime could collapse in the 

long-teJ:m. 

9 Tougher containment 1olOu1d not rei'lntegrate Iraq into the inter-

national coamunity as it offers little prospect of removing Saddam. 

He will continue with his t;M) progr_s, destabiliSing the. Arap and 

lslanic '.IDrld!' and impoverishing his people. But there is no greater 

thrB!lt UlJIo1 that he will use ~ than there has bean in recent years, 

so continuing containment is an option. 

us VIEIIS 

10 The US has lost confidence in containnent. Some in government 

want Saddarn removed. 'The success of Operation Enduring Fraedro, dist..."'Ust 

of UN sanctionsatl!l inspectiOn regimes, and unfinished buriness f17Cll! 

1991 are all factors. washington believes the legal basis fo'l: an attack 

on Iraq already axists. Nor will it nee¥saJ:ily he governed by Wider 

political factors. The US way be willing to l<01'k with a much smaller 

coali tioo than we think desirable. 

11 In considering the options for regime change below'r;,e need to 

first consider ~.at sort of Iraq we »ant? .. There are two posSibilities: 

* ;. Stmni military e trongroan. He wold be likeJ,y to tIlIrintain Iraqi 

territorial integrity. Assistance with l'ecDnst1:uction and political 

re:halrilitation Gould be traded for asSllral'J(:.es on aban<;loning \1!1) 

4 
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progran:tnes and respecting hUlWl rights, l>al'~i.cuLttly of ethnic minorities. 

The US and other militaries <;.aUld withdrlll.l quic.k.ly. Ilowever, there "'Ould 

then be a strong risk of the Iraqi system reverting to type. M:i,1iull:Y 

coup could succeed cot!? UI1tll an autocratic, Sunni dictator emerged ,,'ho 

protected Sunni interests. W'ith time he could acquire lIHD; or 

* a r"P"esentative'l broadly democrati.c goveJ:r1I'I\1!I1t. This would be Sunni

led but\' within a federal .tt-uctureV the Kurd" »ould be guaranteed 

autorony and the Sh.\.<l fair access to government. Such a regime would be 

less likely to develop I<MD and threaten its neighi:low:s. However, to 

survivel l it would require the US and others to comit to nation building 

for many years. 'This would entail a substantial im.ernational s"""urity 

force and help To1ith reconstruction. 

12 Sacldam has a Strong grip on ~l maintained through fear and 

patronage. The security and intelllgence apparatus, including the 

Re!lllblJ.can and Special ~blican Guard, who protect the regill!e so 

eftectively are predominantly drawn from the Arab Sunni minority (20-25 

per cent of the population); mlIny from lilr:rit like Saddam. They fear: 

nO!l-Sunni rule;1 'ldric.h would bring retribution and the end of their 

privileges. 'The regime's sUcc:ess in defeating the 1991 uprisi-og stenrned 

from senior Sunni officers lool::ing into the abyss of Shia rule and preser

ving their i"tarests by backing Saddan. In the currant circumstances, 

a military revolt or coup is a remDte poIlsiblity. 

13 Ilnaided. the Iraqi opposition is incal!"b1e of overthrowing the 

reg"..me. Tha external opposition is ~, divided and lacks domestic 

credibility. The predominant grO!lP is the Iraqi National' Congress (INC), 

an IJlribrel1a organisation led by Ahmad Chalabi, a Shia and convi,cted ' 

fraudstar, popular on Capitol Hill. Tha other major group, the Iraqi 

N",tional Accord ();NA)\I, espouses moderate Arab socialism and is led by 

another Shia, Ayed Allawi. Neither group has a military capability and 

both ara badly penetrated by Iraqi intelligence. In 1996, a CIA attempt 

to stir opposition groups ended intolbolesaIe executions. Most Iraqis 

see the INO'INA as W .... tern stooges. 

14 The internal. oppoSition ;I.s small ~d fractured on ethnic aDd 

sectarian grounds. There is no effective Sunni Arab opposition. Thexe 

are 3-4m Kurds11n northern Iraq. Most live in the Kurdish AutOYlallOUS 

Zone;1 established in 1991. The !(urds deploy at least 40,000 lightly 

armed militia but are divided between two main parties, the Patriotic 

Union "f Kurdistan (PUK) and the Kurdistan lJerooCratic Party (KDP). 

These groups have an interest in preserving the status quol) and are 

mere interested in seeking advantage O'II!J: the othar than allying against 

Saddam. llivida apd rule is easy; in 1996 the l{DP . 

5 
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.!Issisted the Iraqi ArmJ' s expulsion of the PUK and Iraqi opposition fU'oups 

from Iiobil. 

15 The Kurds do not co-operate with the Shill. Arabs who form &0 per 

~ent of &.e population; '!he main Shill opposition group is the Supreme 

Council fo:,: the Islamic Revolution 1" Iraq (SCIRI), wit.h 3-5,000 fightet";;, 

but it is tainted by Irantan support. Most Shiel ,"",uld like t.o have a 

zrC\lter S.lY in r-raqi government, but not necessarily contrc.l: t!wy do 

no~ "ant secession, Islamic autOllQlll'j or Iranian influence. 

REGIONAL 

16 Iraq's nelghboursh.we a direct interest in ;:he country's affairs. 

Iran and 1\Jrkey, in particular a..'"e wary of us influence and oppose 

some opposition gT0ups. 'I1rket.' conscious of its own restive l<>.!rdish 

minort ty. will do any thing to prevent the establishment of an itldepende11t 

Kurdish state in northern Iraq, :il"Cluding intervel.ltion. Iran, also wi th 

a Kurdish ntinority!' .muld also oppose a Kurdish state and is keen to 

protect the rights of its co-religion1sts in the south·,(sae FOJ paper 

on P5, w~opeatl and regional views of possible military action ~ainst 

Iraqll a: tached. ) 

17 1k have looked at three options for achieving regime. crAnge (we 

dismissed assassination of Saddam Hussein as an option because it would 

be illegal): 

OPTION 1: COVERT SUPPORT ro OPPOSITION GROUPS 

18 The eim Io'OIlld be to bring dwn the regime byintemal revolt, aided 

by the defection or at least a--...quiescenee of :t.rrge sections of the 

Army. A group of Sunni generals p.obably from wi thin the Jlepublican 

Guard. might dept>se Saddam if they decided thealternativ:e -..as defeat. 

This option could be ptJrsued by providing covert intel1.i;!;enc.e, larsel! 

seale financial and Special Forces supp<>rt to opposition groups. The Kurds 

woulil be persuaded to unite and attacl: into northern T:tllq, tying dO\Ol1 

some Iraqi forces. Simultaneously, in a greater threat to the regime\1 

the Shia O'Ould rise up in the southe:m cities, and in llaghdad. 

19 '!his option also has a ve:ry low prospect of success on its own. 'The 

external. opposition is not strong enough to overthrow Saddarn and would 

be rej ec.ted by most Iraqis as a replaee:nent government. The l<urds could 

emly !J\I,)I)tlt .. Itery linli ted off ensiva ill the north. Mass upr;i.s:ings :in the 

south would be unlikely. The US failure to suWOrt the 19ltl uprising remains 

vivid. The Republican Guard wuld move against any opposition and any 

wavering J:egUlar Army units. There would also be a bigh risk of USI 

coaliticm forces being captured. The remaining elements of opposition 

could be eliininated, bilttr<>ssing . 

Ii 
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Sacldalll arrl his l:'eplJtation as Arab fDlk hero. On the other hand, this 

option bas !leV"r been pul:s:ued in "CDnc.ert<!d, single-minded way before 

and sho1Jld lmt be dislllissed, at least as Ii possibl'" pre..-ursor to Options 

2 and 3. 

omON 2: AN ArR CAMPAIGN PROVIDlN',; 0\IER7 SVPPORT :ro OP1'051T1OO GROUPS 

UAD!fC 'ID A COUP OR UPRISING 

20 The aim "'"(>\lId be to assist an internal revol t by providing strategic 

and tactical air support for opposition groups to move against the regilllQ. 

Such support would disable 5ad:lam's military and security apparat;us. 

Sus~ted \H'l facilities 'WOUld also be targetM. SUbstirntial numbers of 

aircraft I!nd muni tions wuld need" to be built Uf> in theatre over a panod 

of !BOuths. My campaign would tak£! several weeks at least;11 probably 

several months. 'Pressure Cl!l the regime could be i.-.creased by massing 

ground and naval forces at1Cl threatening a land invasion. 

21 This option has no guarantee of success. The build up of pressure 

might persuade other Sutmis to overthroto> Saddam and his family, but 

there is no guarantee that anot:ber Sumi autocrat would be better. 

Compariso."s with Afghanistan are misleading. Saddam's military and ' 

secutity apparatus is conSiderably more potent and cohesive. >Ie. are 

not aware of ally Karzai figurlO able to comnand reSJl"C t inside and outside 

Iraq. Arab states would only back the plan if they >lEre sure Sadclanl would 

be deposed. At Least the colJoperatian of' Kullait would be needed for the 

necessary milital."}' Wild-up. The Arab street lJOuld oppose an air attack 

again.s.t Iraq, but visibility "f a popular uprising could c.alln Arab public 

opinion. 

22 The aim would be to 1atmch a full~scale ground offensive to destroy 

5addam]s military machine and remove him from power. A pro-W'este:rn 

regime would be installed which would destroy Iraq's WMD eapab,ilitYi 

make peace with Iraq' s neighbours and give rights to all Iraqis. L'lCl

oding et1:mic minorities. As in the Gulf lJarll this would need to be 

preceded by a major air-offensive to soften up defemces. 

23 US contingency p1anni!l8 prior to 11 Sept ... ber indicated that such 

a ground campaign would require 200-400,000 troops. The nunbers would 

be roughly half those of 1991 bec<wse Iraqi forcas are now conSiderably 

weaker. My irwasion fOl"C'" '"'Illd need to pose a credible threat to 

Baghdad in order to persuade me.~s of the SIlIU1i military elite that 

their survival was better served by deserting to the coaH tion than 

.s teyirg loyal to Saddam. Sufficient air assets would need tllree months 

and grOl.lOd forces at least four-five l1lOoths to assemblE!" so on logis1:ic.al 

grounds a ground campaign is not feasible until autunn 2002. The. optimal 

times to start action are early spring 



30

VerDate Mar 21 2002 14:30 Feb 15, 2006 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\WORK\FULL\091405M\23436.000 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL 23
43

60
01

9.
ep

s

"24, rr(JII a, purely 111111 tary pet' 

, l.aI.lreh an invasion £rem Kuwait . er-based aircraft would not 

be eOOlJgh because of the \'leed for air-touair refuelling. To 

be confiden t of success, bases et tlll!l:'::iri' Jordan or in Saudi Arabia would 

be required. :IImlevex~1 a wider and durable international coalition loQ-lld 

be edllantagaous for both militaxy and poUtical reasons. Securing moderate 

Arab support ldOUld be greatly assloned by the prooIise of a quick. and 

decisive camp!l.ign, and credible action by the US to address the MEPP. 

25 lhe risks include US and others militaJ;y casualties. Any coaUtion 

would ne;,d trueh tending over the difficult months of preparation for 

at> actual invasion. Iran, fear!~ further US encirclement and that it 

will be. iw.aded next" Will be pnc.kly but is likely to I:em21n neutraL 

Vith bis regime in danger, Saddam could use WtiD, ai tber before or during 

an invasion. SaddaI> could also target Israel as he did ,during the Gulf 

\Jar. Restraining Israel !Jill be difficult. It could try to pre-empt a 

'O'HD a,ttack and has certainly made clear that it would retalia1:e. Direct 

Israeli military involvenent in Iraq would greatly CO<l1pUC/lte coalition 

m8na8ement and tis k spreading conflict lIlO:t:e ""'dely. 

Z~ '-'lone of the above options is !i\UtuaUy e>:cl.usive. Opcicms 1 and/or 

Z would be natural precursors to Option 3. All options balte lead timas. 

If an invasion is contemplated this autunn, then a decision w.i.11 need to 

be taken In principle sil< months ill advance. The ~ter investI\1ent of 

lJestern forces, th9 greater our COlltrol over Iraq !It future~l but the 

greater the cost and the longer we wt>uld n~ to stay. Q:>tion 3 comes 

closest to guaranteeing regime change. At this stage we "eed to wait 

to See lIbieh option or combination of options rnet:J be favoured by the 

US government. 

27 !ltIt it'should be noted that even II repr~tatiVe goverrirnent could 

seek to acquire !;li) and build-up its conventiOIlsl forcas, so long as 

Iran and Israel retain their 1.\>iJ) and conventicr.al armouries. 

26 A full opinion should be SOll&11t fran the lAw OfficeJ:s if the al:cve 

optiot>s are developed further. !lut in SUllIlltt)'Il COtiTAlNMENT generally 

involves the implementatiOti of existing lJNSCRs and has a fitm legal 

fotmdatiotl. of itself, J\£GIME Cl'.Al~E l1A3 no basis ;in international law. 

A sepw:ate nete by FCD 1.egal !>J:lvi.sors setting out the general'le&al back

ground and the 9bl18a&ioroS in the relevant UN Resolutiot'lS is at tacl1ed. 

8 



31

VerDate Mar 21 2002 14:30 Feb 15, 2006 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\WORK\FULL\091405M\23436.000 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL 23
43

60
02

0.
ep

s

29 In the jucl.gement of the ·.JIC there is nO recent evj.denee of leact 

COllri>lidty \lith inten>ational ~riSf.l. Th.eJ:e is therefore no justi.f

ication for action against Iraq based on action in self-deferlc/! (Articl.e 

51) to combat imldnent threats of terrorism as in Afg1".anistan. llowever,l 

Articl", 51 101OUld come into play if Iraq we!:;: abouL to atta<::k a neigr.bour. 

30 Qll:rently, offensive .,..:ilitary actiQ<\ aga.i.nst Iraq call only be 

justified if IrAll is held to be. in breach of the C..ulf lJar ceasefir" 

resolution, 687. 687 :imposed obligations on Iraq with regard to the 

elimination of ~ and IOOIlitoring these obliga-r.ions. ilut 687 never 

teminated the authority to use force mandated in UNSrn 678 (1990). 

Thus a violation of 6B7 can revive teh autho~tion to use force in 678. 

31. As the ceasefire was proclaimed by the Security Cotmcil in 687. 

it is for the Council to deci<:1e whether a breach of oDligaticns has 

occ=ed. There is a precedent. tlNSCR 1205 (1998~, passed a::ter the 

expulsion of the UN iuspectars, stated that in doing so Iraq had acted 

in flagrant violation of its obligations under 6B7. 10 our view',' Ws 

revived the autbori ty for the use of force under 678 and underpinned 

Operation Desert Fox. In CCIltraSt to gel'leral legal opinion, the US 

asserts the ~ht of iro1 v:tdual Member States to de.temine whether 

Iraq has breached 687, regardlass of whether the Co\lDcil has reached 

this assessment. 

32 For the P5 and the majority of the Council to take the view that 

Iraq was in breach of (, 87 , 
-I< they would need 'to be convinced that Iraq was in breach of its 

obligations regarding WMD, and ballistic missiles •. Such proof ",-auld 

need to be incontrovertible .end of latge-scaleactivity. Current 

intelligence is insufficiently r~bus to meet this cdterion. Evan IoIith 

oveniding proof China, France an:! RusSia, in pm:ticulal:, would need 

~oosiderable. lobbying to approve or acqtliesce in a new resolution author

ising military action against lra<!. Concessions in other policy areas 

might be needed. However',) many Iolestern statl!!S, at least','. would not wish 

to oppose the US on such a major issue; or 

" if i'5 1.nlity could be obtained. ll:aq refused to readmH ~ inspectors 

after a dear uitimatun by the UN Security CotlllCil; or 

ok the UN inspectors wer .. re-sdllitted t,o Iraq and found sufficient evidence 

of ''MIl activity or were again expelled trying to do so. 

COOCLUSION 

33 In S\J1l, despite the considerable difficulties, the use of oVan-iding 

force in a ground c.amp&ign is the only option that we can be confident 

will remove Saddam and bring Iraq back into the international CotmlUlu ty • 

9 
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:\4 To launc.h such " "ampdg11 would reguire a staged approach: 

'* winding up t.')e pressure: il'c.reasing the pressure on Saddam through 

toug,"'1er cOOtai»rnent. Str;,cter implementation of sanc.bons and", military 

OOild""llp will frighten his regi!lle. A refusal to 3dmit UN inspectors, or 

their adlIissioo and subsequent likely fl:ustratian. which resul ted in an 

approp;:i$te find;i.ng by the Security Council" CO'Jld provide the justification 

for military actiO!l. SadclatTl 'J<)uld try to pl:evenr this, alfr.ough he has 

misi;alc.ulated beofrej 
.. ¢.areful planning: detailed militQ.ry pLannil1ll 0'0 the various invasion 

and basing options, and when appt"opriate force deployment; 

.. coalitim1 Mlding: diplcm.atic. wrk to establish an international 

coalit;.oo to provide lOhe broadest political an:! military support to a 

grou.'1d campaign. nus: will need to focus on Chir.a, France and par~ic.u1.Arly 

'Russia liIlIo have the abili ty to block action in the 1;11 Secw.":!.ty Cmrnell 

and' em the other Em'opea."lS. Special attention will need to be paid to 

moderate Arab states and to Iran; 
* incenti'le5~, as an incentive guarantaes will oaed to be made with 

regard to Iraqi territ.orial integrity. Plans: should ~ worked up in 

advance of the great benefits the international ~CIIJIlltmity could provide 

for a po$t-Sa&::isn Iraq and its people. These should be published. 

'" tac.kling other regional issues: an 'effort to etl&a8e the US in a serious 

effOl:t to re-energise the MEPP would greatly assist eoalitic.n building; 

and 
" sensitising the public: a media C<VIIpaign tQ .... I'n of the dangers t.~at 

Sad'da'l\ poses and to prepare public opinion boU, in the UK and abroad. 

35 'lila US sh(>uld be encouraged to consult widaly an its plans. 

OVEllSFAS A!lll DEFENCE SECRnolRIAT 
CABlNET OFFICE 
8' HARQI ")" 
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c.oNJ?IDENI1AL 

IRIJ:!; l.EGAL BAOIG!lOiJND 

(n Us .. of For~: 

(li) No Fly Zones 

(ll) Security C:lur.cil Resolutions 
(b) Self-defence 
(c) Humanitarian In1:ll!rVer>tion 

(iii )SecUJ:i.ty CoImcil Resolutions relevant to the sal1ctlo!lS regime 

(11')' Security Council :Resolutions relating to lJlIMOVIC 

(i) Use of Force: (a) Secm-:ir.y Cvuncil ile501uHons relevant to t.'>e 

AUthorisation of the Use or FOt:ce 

1 Following its invasion and annexation of l<l.!wait, the Security 

CouIlCil authorised tl'" use of force a,gaisnt Iraq in resolution 678(1990); 

this resolution IlVthod.sed coali lion forces to use all necessary means 

to force Iraq to withdraw, and to restore inte1:fl<l.tional peace and security 

in the area. This resolution gave a legal basis fer Operation Desert 

StOI:1ll; Iotlich 1$$ brought to an end by the c.ease--fil;e set out by the 

Cou!1cil in resolution 687 (1991). The conditions for the cease!-'fire 

111 that resolution (and subsequent resolutions) imposed obllgar.iol1s 

on Iraq with rega:rd to the elimination of \.l1I') •. and monitoring of i 1:5 

obligatior>s. Resolution 587 (1991) suspended but did not terminate 

th" authority to usa force in resobtion 67& (1990). 

2 In the UK' 5 view- a violation of Iraq' s obligations which undermines 

the bssis of the ceaseIJfire in resolution 687 (1991) can revi."" the 

authorisation to use ferce in resolution 678 (1990). As the cease-tire 

was proclaimed by the Council in resolution 687 (1991), it i.s for the 

Council to assess whether any' such brea.c;h of those obligations h;>s .' 

occurred. 'Jhe US have a rather different >Tiew: they maintain that the 
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assessment of ~\ch l$ for individual meniber St.E1tes. iJe are not aware 

of any othel." State wbic.h supports this vi""" 

3 Ihe IlUthor;Lsation to use force ccntainEod in resolution 678 (1990) 

has been revived in this way 00 certain occasions. For =!>le~' when 

Iraq refused to c:ooperate with the UN Special Calrrnission (tJtlSC.oM) in 

1997/8, a series of SCRs condemoed the decision as ur,scceptable. Tn 

re~olution 1205 (1998) the Council co~ed Iraq's decision to end 

all co'ioperation lIith UP,sCOM as a flagratlt violation of Iraq's obligati_ens 

under res<>lution &87 (1991), and restated that the eCfective operation 

of I.JNsmi IoI8S essential for the irr~lementation 01' that Resolu-cion. In 

our view these resolutions had the effect of causing t."e authorisation 

to use force in resolution 678 (1991) to revive, which provided a le£al 

basis for Operation Dasert Fox. In a letter te> the President of the SacUl..-ity 

CoUncil in 199:8 we stated that the objective of that operation""", to 

seel< c<J!IlIlian<:e by Iraq with the oblig~ti()J'ls Laid d= by the (ounci1." 

that the operation was un&!rtakeo only when it l:>ec.ame aP,PaJ.'ent that 

there lias m> other way of achieving canplianee by l.aq, and that the 

action ... s limited to what \oi'as necessary to secure t.'lis objective. 

4 1he mot'e difficult issue is wMther we are still able to rely on 

the SIIlM legal base for the use of force more than three years af ter 

the adoption of resolution 1205 (l.99S). Military action in 1998 (and 

on previous occasions) iollow'ed· on from specifiC decisions of the Council; 

there has !lOW !lot been any Signific.atlt decision by the Council since 

1998. Our interpretation of resolution 1205 "as controverSial a.nyway; 
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:n~'tlY of our [J?rtne!:s <ltd not chink the legal. \"sis ;;as sufficient <1S 

the allthortty to use fCRce was no explici t. Reliance or: ;i. t now would be 

unlikely to receive aIIy support. 

USE OF FORCE: (B) SELF-DU""ENCE 

5 The conditions thilt have co be met for the exercise of the right 

of self-defence are well-known: 

1.) There must be an anned attack upon a State or such an attack IlJl.lSt 

De irrminrult; 

ii) lhe llSe of fol."Ce must be neces~ary and ot;""", means to reverse! 

avert the at tael, must be unavailable; 

iii} The acts in self-def=e must be proportionate and strictly confined 

to the object of stopping the a.ttacJ<. 

The right of self-defence may only be exercised until the Security Council 

has talrel.l measures necess"ry to ·ensure il1ternational peace and securitJl' l 

and anythign done in "xercise fa the right of self-defence must be in>ned

iately reported to the Council. 

£> for the exercise of the right of self~defence there must be mor" than 

"a threat". Then 1-.35 to be an armed attackH actual or imminent. 'The 

developnent of possesSion of nuclear weapons does not iI1 itself amount 

to an armOO attack; ",bet would be nee.ded 
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WOtlld bEo clear evidence of 8n imrinent attack. During the! Cold War" tha-e 

was cert.ainly a threat in the sense that various States had nuclear 

weapons \Jhich they mi15ht, at sho>;t notice" U!lleash upan each other. 

Su ~ that did not mean t;];re mere po~$esslol1 of nuclear ""spans, or ir.deed 

their possession in time of high tension or attempt to obtain thewll, 

was sufficlerlt 1:~ justify pre-emptive action. And ;,hen Israal attacked 

arl traqi nuclear reactor, near Baghdad, 011 7 June 1981 it was "Strongly 

condelmed" btr the Security Council (acting l.lnlIt'Iimously) as a "military 

a ttaclc .... in clMt: violation of the O:Jarter of :he United Nations 

and the OOJ:J!lS of inte=tional conduct". 

USE or FORCE; (C) HUMJlNITARIAN 1NTER\TOO'I(l'; 

7 In t.'1e UK view' the! use of foroe may be justified if the act~on is 

tal\en to prevent an overwhelming humanit:ari2m catastrophe. 'lhe limits 

to this highly contentious doctrine are: nClt dearly defined, but lola would 

maintain that the catastrophe must be clear and ...ell documented, that 

there must be no ot.'1el: me.ms short of the llSe of fol:Ce Which could 

prevent:. it, and that the n1ea$1,ll'es taken Imlst be pL-oportiottate. This 

doctrine p.al'tly uooe:rlies the very lilnited action taken by allied aircraft 

to petrol the No fly Zones in Iraq (following action by Saddam to ~ess 

the 1<l;rds and the Shia in ths early 90s), lIhich involves occasional and 

l:ill1ited use of force by those aircraft in self-defence. Tha application 

of this doctrine depellds on the circumstancas at any given time, but it 

~s claarly exceptional. 

CONFIDmTIAL 
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(II) ro FLY ZWES (NFl!;) 

8 '!he NFZs over Northern and Sollthern Iraq arl! not esUthlished by 

UN Security Couoc.i1 Resolutions. 1hey were established in 1991 and 1992 

on the basis that they were necesSI1l:y and proportioDate steps taken to 

prevent a huninitarian crisis. Prior to the establishment of the Nm:thel:n 

NFl: the Security Courn:il had adopted resolution 6M (1991) on 5 April 

1991 in which the Council stated that it was gravely concerned by the 

repressioll of the Iuqi civilian population in many parts of Iraq.',' 

including most recently in Kurdish populated areas, Which had led to a 

massive refugee flowlJ and that it ..as deeply disturbed by the magnitude 

of the human sufering itwDlved. The resolution condeml1ed that repression 

of the Iraqi civilian population and demanded that Iraq iImlediately 

end the repression. In our view the purpose of the NF'Zs is to moni ter 

Iraqi cQmjllia~ >lith the provisions of resolution ~'88. tJl( alid US air

craft patrollil'lg the NFls are entitled to use force in self-defence 1.!here 

such a use of feee is a necessary and proportionate response to actual 

OJ: inminent attac.k fran Iraqi ground ~ystems. 

9 Tha US have on occ.asion claillled. that thE> putpose of the NFZs is 

to enforce Iraqi COIIl!>liance with resolutions 687 or 688. This view 

is not consisent with resolution 687, which does not deal with the 

repression of the Iraqi civilian popula.tion, or with resolution 6188, 

IIDich was not adopted under O:lapter VII of the UN Q,arter" and does 

not contain any provision for enforcement. Nor (as it is sometimes 

claimed) . 

CONFlOOlTIAL 
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",ere the current NFZs p~ovided for in the Safwan agreement, a 

provisional agreement bet"""'" coali tion and Iraqi mili tary corm:.anders 

of 3 M;lrch 1991, laying down mili tar}' condi t1OO6 for the cease'1fire 

which did not c.ontain any reference to the Nl<"2 •• 

(IU) SECURlTl! COUNCTI.RESOWTIONS REtEVANr TO 'THE SANGnONS REGIME 

10 'l1-,e sanctions regime agair>&'t Iraq was established by resolution 

661 (1990) of fI August 1990, Whic.h, following the invasion of Kuwait 

by Iraq, decides that aU states shall prevent the in1pOrt into their 

terri.toties of any coarnodities originating in Iraq, the sale or supply 

to Iraq of any CO!1IllDdi ties other than medical supplies, and, in human

itarian circ.umstaIlC.eS, food stuffs, and that Iraqi funds and fina."IC:'al 

resources should be frozen. Resolution 661 remains in force. The major 

except;.on to the sanctions regime is the oil for food progl."allmEIl1 which 

"as established by resolution 986 (1995) and permits oil. exports (itl 

unlimited rur.ounts following resolution 1284 (1m}) by Iraq on condition 

that the purt:hase price is paid into an escJ:"OW aceount established by 

thi! UN Secretar1~Gener"l, aIld thi! funds in that account are used to 

meet the hunani~an needs of the Iraqi people through the export of 

medicine, health supplies, foodstuffs and ma~erials and supplies for 

essential civilian needs. The escrc>w account is also used to fund the 

Un CclnpensAtion Comnission and to Rleet the operatl.11g costs of the UN, 

includign those of ONIDVIC (see below). 

11 The oil for food program:ne is renewed by the Security Council at 

(us..,.,lly) 6 monthly intervals,. most racently by resolution 1382 (2001) 

of 29 Nwanber 2001. . 
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llnder that resolut1on the Council elso decided that it would adopt, by 

13 May 2002, procedures: which oould improve the flo\ol of .goods to Iraq, 

other than a::ms and other potential dual use goods on OJ Goods RevieH 

List. '!he US are currently reviewing the fiual de.tails of the list with 

the :RussilIDs. 

12 10 resol.l.lcior. 687 (1991) the Council decided that the ",rohibition 

against the import of goods from Iraq should have no further force 

when It'aq has eanpleted all the actions contemplated in paragraphs 8-13 

of that resollltion conceJ.-ning 11:'a<j' s WMD progratmle. Iraq has still not 

complied with this CO"Odition. Uoder paragraph 21 of resolution .h'87, the 

CouB.cihiecided to rerie.'" the p:robihition against the supply of 

commodities to Iraq every 60 days in the lig."'t of the polides and practices 

of the Iraqi goVtll:'nl1lQtlt, including; the implewentation of all the relevant 

resolutions of the Council, for the purpose of determining whether to 

reduce or lift them. These regular reviews are currently suspe.nded as 

a result of Iraqi non-complw1Ce with the Council' 5 dern.mds. 

13 The intention of the COuncil to act in accOl'1laPc" wi th resolution 

687 on the termination of t.~se prohibitions has been regularly reaffirmed, 

inclUding in resolution 1284 (1999)- Paragraph 33 of that resolution 

a Iso contains a complm( fornx;.la for the suspension or economic sane tions 

against Iraq for renewable periods of 12.0 days, if tJNi1)\IIC and the IArA 

report: cooperation in all respects by Iraq in fulfilling \olOrk progr.-nes 

1d th those bodies for a period of 120 days af tar a 

CONli'lDENIIAL 



40

VerDate Mar 21 2002 14:30 Feb 15, 2006 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\WORK\FULL\091405M\23436.000 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL 23
43

60
02

9.
ep

s

reinf"rced s,Ysten or !toni. taring and verification in !"'''q becomes fully 

operational. Iraq has never complied with these conditions. 

(iY) SEClJRlTY o::IL,!;"CIL RESOWITONS l!ELi\TIJI)G TO IN1JVIC 

14 UllMOVIC was established ~ resolution 1284 (1999) to replace the 

llN Special COllmssion (U!lSOOM) established under resolution 687 (1991) 

(the ceasefire resolution). UNMOVIC is to undertake the responsibilities 

of the former Special Comnission under res~lution 1:187 relating to the 

destruction of Iraqi CBt.I and ballistic missil.es with a range of over 150 

kilometres and the on-going monitoring and verification of Iratl)s cql

i.3l'1ce with these obligations. Like the Special Conmis~ion, llNMlVIc is 

to be allowed unconditional a=eSS to all Iraqi facilities, equipment 

and records as ",,,n as to Iraqi Dffidals. Under pragraph 7 of resolution 

1234 lN1OVl:C and the IAEA were given the responsibility of dJ:'a-'illg up 

a. work ~rilllll!e which would include the :iJnplenentat~on of a reinforced 

system of ongoing Ir.anitoring and "erification (00) wd key remaining 

disa:r:marnent tasks to be c.ompleted by Iraq, which constitute the governitlg 

standard of Iraqi cornpli.ance. There are =renl:ly no li"Nt<J\l!C perstm1el 

in Ira,). 81m t.~ reinfOJ:'Ced 0M\1 system has nDt been implemented because 

of IRaq's refusal to cooperate. 

CONFIDENrL'IL 
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Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now let me mention also 
what we did last May. One hundred and twenty Members of Con-
gress asked the Administration in a letter about the grave and se-
rious questions which this memo raises. The Administration, unfor-
tunately, has not yet answered; 120 Members of Congress wrote to 
the President. We asked questions such as: ‘‘Was there a coordi-
nated effort with the United States intelligence community or Brit-
ish officials to fix the intelligence and facts around the policy? 
When did President Bush and Prime Minister Blair first agree it 
was necessary to invade Iraq? Was there an ultimatum created 
about weapons inspections to justify the war?’’ And, ‘‘Does the 
President or the Administration dispute the accuracy of the leaked 
reports and the leaked documents?’’ The tough questions which the 
Downing Street Memo forces us to ask are critical as the United 
States’ presence in Iraq turns into a quagmire with no end in sight, 
and we have yet, Mr. Chairman, to receive a letter, response from 
the President by 120 Members of Congress who have asked these 
very important questions. 

Now, back in 2002, this is the situation which I and many Mem-
bers feared when we opposed this pre-emptive war with Iraq. At 
that time, if you remember, I offered a substitute to the Use of 
Force Resolution which this Committee debated. My substitute 
would have required the United States to work through peaceful 
means, like continued negotiations and renewed inspections by the 
United Nations to ensure that Iraq was not developing weapons of 
mass destruction. In addition, I introduced legislation disavowing 
adoption of preemptive—because threats of unilateral preemptive 
strikes only undermine our own diplomatic and security interests. 

The Downing Street Memo and other documents make it clear 
that there was little thought to post-war planning. As a result, 
while pre-war Iraq had no connection, no connection with the tragic 
attacks on 9/11, Iraq has since become a haven for terrorists and 
has made the world less safe. 

Chairman HYDE. The gentlelady’s time has expired. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I hope the Committee 

passes this in a positive way. 
Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Paul. 
Mr. PAUL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I have a bit of difficulty with this resolution, al-

though I entirely endorse the right of the people to know, and I 
strongly compliment the gentlelady from California as well as the 
gentleman from Iowa in promoting this resolution. 

At the same time, though, I feel like this process has been very 
politicized by others, and that I don’t—I am not especially appre-
ciative of. I have been talked to quite a few times in the last sev-
eral weeks about my vote today, and it has always been for polit-
ical reasons. I should do such and such, and unfortunately, they 
don’t realize that the political reasons are probably the less impor-
tant reasons to me. I think we have to deal with it in a much dif-
ferent way. 

I think it is sad that we don’t have this information, but I think 
it should happen voluntarily. I am not sure this process is going 
to end up favorably. I don’t expect a vote on the House Floor and 
then all of a sudden we are going to know the truth. Besides, if the 
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Administration doesn’t come through with the information, it sug-
gests maybe there was a collusion and that the facts were fixed to 
the policy or whatever. But I don’t think this is going to end up 
helping us in getting to the bottom of this. 

I think one thing that our problem has been is that we are locked 
in on looking at it just in a technical process, and I see our prob-
lems that we are facing today more as a philosophic problem, the 
philosophy of our foreign policy, and that is what I am concerned 
about and argue my case for, nonintervention overseas. And this 
involves—a lot has gone on, and it is both parties. In 1998, we had 
the Iraq Liberation Act come up under suspension, and it was a 
dramatic change in our foreign policy by the opposition party, not 
our side, and it was changed, and the purpose was to have regime 
change. So it was a bipartisan effort even at that time. Under sus-
pension, I took the time in opposition and said, ‘‘This will lead to 
war.’’ And it certainly did. And I argued the case here in this Com-
mittee in 2002, that this is a bad way to go to war because we are 
not declaring war, and therefore it is going to linger, and there 
won’t be an ending, and all the problems that we have faced. And 
this is exactly what has happened. 

So my suggestion is that we ought to look at the foreign policy 
which now is endorsed by both parties on nation-building, foreign 
intervention, and policing the world—that is where our problems 
are. So I think these technical things are important to bring out 
the debate, but the debate really ought to be on whether or not we 
believe in the American traditional foreign policy that our early 
Presidents believed in and the Founders believed in. And they 
wrote a Constitution that gives us no authority to go to war under 
these circumstances for nation-building and for the things that we 
do; that is where the problem is. The problem isn’t the technical 
aspects of this. So we can spend a lot of time on this. And like I 
said, it is worthwhile talking about it and trying to sort it out be-
cause we want to prevent wars, but this is a war that is not going 
anywhere. Victory isn’t going to come tomorrow. No, we are there 
endlessly. We are building four permanent bases there. We are 
spending a billion dollars for an Embassy; we are going to be there 
a long time. So it is important that we try to figure this out and 
find out why we shouldn’t get ourselves into this mess. 

More likely, this war is going to spread before it is going to end. 
Already the Iranians are involved, and the Syrians are involved. 
And the war-drums are beating, and the war is likely to spread. 
That is what I am concerned about. And yet we don’t look at it in 
a philosophical way. We unfortunately look at this in a purely par-
tisan political way. And we don’t object to the philosophy that 
drives us into a policy of war that we have had for 50 years, the 
no-win war in Korea, the no-win war in Vietnam, the no-win war 
in the Persian Gulf, Somalia, on and on and on, because we don’t 
know what we believe in, other than we should intervene to have 
our way, maybe to protect oil and who knows what else. That is 
what I so strongly object to. But I wish this—if I thought for a 
minute the way I voted today would be beneficial in changing the 
philosophy, believe me, I would do it. I don’t think we are at that 
point. 
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And I only take this moment to suggest to all of the Members 
that someday—let’s look at this philosophically and let’s ask our 
questions whether or not the Founders might not have been on the 
right track and ask ourselves, ‘‘Where do we have the authority to 
do this? And why don’t we be more cautious next time and not go 
to war without declaring the war and have everybody behind it and 
get it over with?’’ And I yield back. 

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Brown. 
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, strike the last word. 
While our Nation has understandably been focused on Katrina 

and the tragedy in the Gulf Coast, we must not forget, the war in 
Iraq continues. Our brave soldiers need our support, and we pray 
for their safety as they provide stability for the fledgling Iraq de-
mocracy. We must not forget, these men and women carrying out 
the mission in Iraq are our Americans and our constituents; every 
Member of this Body fully supports them. 

For 2 weeks in August, I spent much of my time attending wakes 
and funerals for Ohio Marines killed in Iraq. One evening in Tal-
madge, the grandmother of a Marine who was killed took me aside 
and said, ‘‘Congressman, may I ask you a question?’’ I said, ‘‘Cer-
tainly.’’ And she said, ‘‘Do you have any family members who are 
serving in the military?’’ And I said, ‘‘I have several family mem-
bers who have been in the military; no one now is in the armed 
services.’’ And she said, ‘‘That is what I thought.’’ And I said, ‘‘I 
take it you are suggesting that Congressmen’s kids and CEOs’ kids 
aren’t dying in this war.’’ And she said, ‘‘That is exactly what I am 
suggesting.’’

We owe, Mr. Chairman, to these Marines, to their families, to all 
those who are serving and all who have served and to all Ameri-
cans to investigate the decision-making that led the United States 
to go to war in Iraq. And the President owes it to the American 
people to make certain that their elected representatives are fully 
informed. For many, reports of the Downing Street Memo have cast 
a cloud over the integrity of the Executive Branch’s decisions in 
public statements regarding Iraq. At a time when public support 
for the war, as Ms. Lee said, is in decline, the refusal of the Execu-
tive Branch to do all it can to put these questions to rest only fur-
ther undermines our public’s support of this war. 

This bill asserts an appropriate role for Congress in the foreign 
policy process. It provides the President with the opportunity to 
put to rest doubts about his motives and the Administration’s mo-
tives in taking our Nation to war. That is why I support the Lee 
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman HYDE. Mr. Berman. 
Mr. BERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. If the Major-

ity Party chooses to report this resolution adversely, they no doubt 
can do that, but I guess I would address my comments to them. Is 
that really the wise thing to do? 

We know for large numbers of Americans the Downing Street 
Memo is a big deal. I have read it. I have reread it. I am mystified 
as to why it has become such a big deal, but it is a big deal. It ap-
pears that most people who are concerned about this—and the 
number who are is very large—have seized on one paragraph of the 
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memo that summarizes a report offered by someone referred to as 
‘‘C’’ on his recent talks on Washington. We know that ‘‘C’’ was 
Richard Dearlove, head of MI–6, Britain’s Foreign Intelligence 
Agency. According to the memo, ‘‘C’’ reported that ‘‘Military action 
was now seen as inevitable, that Bush wanted to remove Saddam 
through military action justified by the conjunction of terrorism 
and WMD. The intelligence and facts were being fixed around the 
policy.’’ And finally, ‘‘There was little discussion in Washington of 
the aftermath of military action.’’

Let’s take those statements apart for a moment. Military action 
is now seen as inevitable. The Downing Street Memo was not the 
first evidence of the Administration’s perceptions on this. The 
newspapers, all through July 2002, the time in which ‘‘C’’ had his 
meetings in Washington, are full of stories about the Bush Admin-
istration’s preparation for a confrontation with Saddam. On July 
4th, the New York Times reported a leaked Pentagon planning doc-
ument for invading Iraq. The July 6th New York Times editorial 
leads off by stating, ‘‘President Bush has made no secret of his de-
sire to drive Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq.’’ Washington 
Post, July 21, Robert Kagan notes that ‘‘Europeans increasingly 
consider American invasion all but inevitable.’’

We had debates here in July. I remember talking with Dennis 
Kucinich, and he said he was going to do it without a vote of Con-
gress. I said, ‘‘I think you have got to come to the Congress.’’ Any-
body watching knew, in July 2002, that this was where the Admin-
istration was headed. The Downing Street Memo reveals nothing 
new on that subject. 

The second statement, ‘‘The intelligence and facts were being 
fixed around the policy.’’ For the many, this was the smoking gun, 
proof that the Bush Administration fabricated intelligence on Iraq’s 
WMD programs in order to justify war. But I don’t think that in-
terpretation makes sense. When you consider the statements at-
tributed to the head of an intelligence service that, according to 
other leaked documents from the same period, also believed that 
Iraq was pursuing WMD. Then the memo itself, later on, it says—
the writer of the memo says, ‘‘What are the consequences if Sad-
dam used WMD on day one in effect against our soldiers, or if 
Baghdad did not collapse and urban warfare fighting began?’’ ‘‘You 
said that Saddam could also use his WMD on Kuwait or on Israel,’’ 
added the Defense Secretary. The British believed he had WMDs. 
We know that three intelligence services of countries that strongly 
opposed military intervention, France, Germany, and Russia, 
shared this view. Every National Security official I talked to in the 
Clinton Administration shared this view. By and large, in the sum-
mer of 2002, the debate wasn’t about whether he had WMDs. With 
the exception of our colleague, Dennis Kucinich, Bob Scheer, Scott 
Ritter and a few others, everyone felt that way. There was a very 
strong consensus. The arguing was about whether to use force at 
that point. Now, of course, it is a totally different story, but that 
wasn’t—the Downing Street Memo doesn’t really reveal anything 
new there. 

What we now know is that we were wrong about WMDs. The 
international prewar consensus was understandable given Sad-
dam’s record of aggressively pursuing nuclear, chemical, and bio-
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logical weapons programs prior to the 1991 Gulf War, his use of 
chemical weapons against Iranians and Kurds, and failing to come 
clean with UN weapons inspectors. ‘‘C’’ was probably trying to 
make the point that the Bush Administration was aggressively 
marketing, with over-the-top rhetoric about mushroom clouds, and 
probably exaggerating what they thought they knew about Iraq’s 
capabilities. They certainly were with respect to Saddam’s involve-
ment with September 11th and even with respect to Iraq’s ties with 
al-Qaeda at that particular point. 

The memo notes that there was little discussion in Washington 
of the aftermath of military action. To that I say, ‘‘Duh.’’ We know 
now how little there was, or if there was any, what a low level of 
quality that discussion was. In other words, I don’t see anything 
earth-shattering in the Downing Street Memo. The comments made 
there could have been made by just anyone in the paper who read 
the paper or watched the Sunday talk shows. But I am voting for 
this resolution, and I would urge the majority to because it is the 
perception that there is something in here that shows something 
that I don’t think was true that needs to be investigated and looked 
at, and providing this information helps to clarify the record. 

The best way to overturn notions of perhaps conspiratorial theo-
ries about what went on is to shed light on them, and this resolu-
tion seeks to shed that light. So I think the immediate, defensive, 
and reflexive action to oppose this resolution is a mistake for those 
who think that it was quite understandable that this Administra-
tion, as so many others, believed certain things were true which 
turned out later not to be true. 

So I am voting for the resolution; I think it makes sense. I think 
it helps to change the nature of the debate as we turn to the very 
difficult question of, where do we go from here? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Would the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. BERMAN. Sure. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Do you think if we move forward with this 

resolution, that it might undermine the confidence of other coun-
tries and other governments to work with us in the future if every-
thing that we say into our deliberations are made public? 

Mr. BERMAN. I don’t believe this resolution requires that every-
thing that has been said may be made public. My assumption is 
that there is information that would be considered classified that 
would be delivered to this Committee on a confidential basis——

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has long since expired. 
I would like to take three more, and then go to a vote because 

this can take us until 5 o’clock today. Mr. Crowley, Ms. Berkley, 
and Mr. Schiff, assuming no Republican wants to debate, so let’s 
go to Mr. Crowley . 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I believe my name was on the 
list. 

Chairman HYDE. Oh, Mr. Ackerman, yes, your name is on the 
list, and if you wish, we will go to you, too. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman HYDE. I don’t want to short-circuit this, but I do want 

to bring it to a close within a reasonable time. 
All right. Mr. Crowley of New York. 
Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to express my support for H. Res. 375 of-
fered by my colleague and friend, Barbara Lee from California. 

Mr. Chairman, close to 3 years ago, I voted to give this President 
the ability to wage war against the heinous dictatorship of Saddam 
Hussein and bring freedom to the Iraqi people and security to 
America and our allies around the world. I met with then National 
Security Advisor Dr. Rice and then CIA Director George Tenet and 
others from the Administration and heard from them how real they 
felt the threat of Iraq was to the United States’ interests, both here 
at home and abroad, and why the U.S. needed to act with a coali-
tion of allies to remove Hussein. I heard how Hussein was a threat 
to not only his own people but to the world, his willingness to se-
cure weapons of mass destruction and his proven use of chemical 
and biological warfare against his own people. I again voted to give 
the President authority to invade Iraq and believed that Dr. Rice 
and the many others who had spent countless hours on planning 
and preparing for the war had the right intelligence that would 
vindicate the threat that Saddam Hussein did pose, in short, the 
success of the Iraqi people and the safety of American troops after 
the fall of Saddam Hussein. I believed our President. 

This Administration has failed on all three points. We can all 
agree on the fact that Saddam Hussein was an evil person and that 
the Iraqi people are better off today without him than they were 
before. But the supposed threats that led us into war have never 
developed. Since the invasion of Iraq, no weapons of mass destruc-
tion have been found and no secret stockpiles have been discovered. 
No link has existed between Saddam Hussein and 9/11 or between 
Saddam Hussein and the al-Qaeda terrorists. 

A country that was sold to us as one that was yearning for de-
mocracy and was inherently secular with a shared contempt for 
Saddam has turned out to be a country wrecked with sectarian di-
vides where even the Administration admits that building a true 
democracy may never take hold. The Administration said the Iraqi 
people would view our soldiers as liberators. Instead, the American 
troops, who have served so well under the most trying and difficult 
of conditions, lacking in many respects the newest technology, body 
armor, and protective vehicles, are at risk of attack up to 60 times 
a day by Iraqi insurgents. Over 1,800 of our soldiers have lost their 
lives and thousands more have been critically injured due to this 
war, a coalition which was never as expansive as what was sold to 
the American people continues to lose partners, putting more and 
more of the burden on the American taxpayer. 

Why has this war gone in the total opposite direction of what 
was sold to the American people? Is it a lack of follow-through, 
poor planning, not having the right intelligence, all of the above? 
And if so, what can we do to make it better? That is what Mrs. 
Lee’s resolution tries to get to the answer to. 

While United States Members of Congress and Pentagon gen-
erals were meeting on the reasons and the planning of the war, 
British intelligence was also meeting and double-checking on what 
the Administration was saying. British intelligence found, in the 
summer of 2002, and I quote:

‘‘Military action is now seen as inevitable. Bush wanted to re-
move Saddam through military action, justified by the conjunc-
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tion of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, but the in-
telligence and facts were being fixed around policy.’’

British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw acknowledged that the cause 
for war was ‘‘thin and that Saddam was not threatening his neigh-
bors.’’

A few months ago, in this Committee, during the markup of the 
State Department authorization, I offered an amendment calling 
for the Administration to report to Congress with a plan for success 
in Iraq. That amendment passed. But besides the success of this 
amendment, I am proud to say it was one of the first bipartisan 
votes of this Congress expressing our constitutional oversight role 
to demand from the Administration a plan of how we are going to 
achieve our goals in Iraq and bring our troops home. 

Too often during this war, the Legislative Branch has been silent 
while the Administration has continued to change the reasons for 
going to war and the goals this war was supposed to accomplish. 
All the while, not providing our men and women in the field with 
adequate protection and placing tremendous burdens on our troops. 
Our plan for success is being pushed aside because of Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s plan to cover his behind in response to the almost daily 
stories of how badly mismanaged this war has been on all levels. 
This has to stop, and it is time for Congress to stand up and de-
mand answers. 

This is why I am supporting my colleague’s resolution of inquiry, 
demanding that the Administration release to Congress the com-
munications between the Government of the United Kingdom and 
the United States relating to the policy of the United States with 
respect to the war in Iraq, and I urge my colleagues to do so. 

I can’t speak for all of my colleagues, but I can say that, as an 
American, I want to believe my President, especially when he talks 
about threats against our country from foreign enemies, especially 
as a New Yorker post-9/11. And unless we get to the bottom of this, 
I believe for myself personally, and for many Americans, our trust 
in the Office of the Presidency will be severely damaged. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Schiff of California. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I won’t take the full 5 minutes. 
I do want to speak briefly in favor of reporting this resolution fa-

vorably out of Committee. I participated in the same meetings that 
my colleague and Mr. Crowley described at the White House with 
Condoleezza Rice and George Tenet, where we discussed the nature 
and quality of the intelligence on Iraq’s WMD program. My pri-
mary concern was over Iraq’s nuclear program, and in particular, 
I was interested in getting to the bottom of the level of confidence 
the Administration had in its own intelligence. That level of con-
fidence was supremely high and, as it turned out, supremely 
wrong. 

We have a commission that has been established, like the 9/11 
Commission, to get to the facts of how we could have been so wrong 
about Iraq’s WMD program. And I do hope that commission per-
forms its work as thoroughly and in as bipartisan a fashion as the 
9/11 Commission did, which really set the mark. But I do have con-
cerns about the limits on the jurisdiction that was established 
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along with the WMD Commission that may not permit it to go be-
yond questions of failures of intelligence-gathering or analysis, to 
broader questions about whether the intelligence was properly rep-
resented, whether it was manipulated to reach a predetermined 
conclusion. 

Mr. Berman, I think, is exactly right about a great deal of the 
Downing Street Memo, much of it is unremarkable. Conclusions in 
it, for example, about the level of post-war planning are, I think, 
remarkably accurate and without question. We don’t need docu-
ments from Britain to confirm that we did very little post-war plan-
ning, or that which was done in the past was ignored. But one of 
the significant questions, that has not been answered by the com-
mission that has been established, that I think this Congress ought 
to do everything in its power to determine, is how the intelligence 
was not only erroneous, but how it was used once it was gathered. 
And I think part of the reason why we are seeing multiple resolu-
tions of inquiry is that on some of the key issues of the day, like 
this one, we have not had the will in Congress to do the oversight 
that we should be doing, and it is not simply Democrats that feel 
that way. Senator Chuck Grassly, Republican Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee, expressed his unease about the lack of 
oversight in Congress, admitting that Legislative oversight had 
been better when Democrats controlled the Congress. And I am 
sure that was not a great comfort to the Clinton Administration or 
the Democratic Administrations, but as Grassly acknowledged, this 
Congress has delegated so much authority to the Executive Branch 
of the Government, and we ought to do more time in oversight than 
we do. So we see this proliferation of resolutions of inquiry to try 
to compel the Congress to do the oversight that we really ought to 
do. 

And I, too, regret, as Mr. Paul pointed out, how resolutions like 
this have become politicized. And I certainly understand the reluc-
tance of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle to oversee an 
Executive run by their own party, but I think it is in the national 
interest that we move beyond party and consider what is best for 
the country. And in this case, I think what is best for the country 
is resolving any unanswered questions about the Downing Street 
Memo and also getting to the bottom of our intelligence failures 
that led to war. 

I urge your support, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman HYDE. Mr. Ackerman. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am a pacifist who believes that 

war is a total breakdown of all civil process and who nonetheless 
voted to authorize the President to bring us to the point of war. 
And I did so because, despite the fact that I might be a pacifist, 
I am not suicidal. I also believe that people have a right to protect 
themselves and their families, and we all have an obligation collec-
tively to protect our Nation. 

Having said all that, I went to almost every single briefing at 
every single level of security that was held, as did almost every 
Member of this Committee and most of the Members of the Con-
gress. There was a meeting I attended, Mr. Chairman, along with 
12 other Members of Congress—there were 13 of us—in October 
2002 that was held at the Pentagon, a breakfast meeting with the 
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Secretary of Defense, Mr. Rumsfeld. Present were representatives 
of branches of the military, top-level officials of the intelligence 
community, and 13 Members of Congress. We got a very detailed 
briefing which included slides and a lot of reportage. 

One of the Members of Congress asked, citing an article that was 
in the New York Times that morning about a hearing at the Senate 
Intelligence Committee in which CIA Director Tenet testified, and 
this was right prior to the vote, ‘‘That it was very likely that Sad-
dam Hussein would attack Israel if the United States attacked 
Iraq.’’ And that being Mr. Tenet’s testimony before the Senate, why 
would we support this war? 

The Secretary responded by saying, ‘‘Well, you know, Mr. Tenet 
said that with a very low degree of confidence,’’ and most of us 
looked very incredulous about that comment. ‘‘What do you mean 
by that?’’ ‘‘Well, you know, when you say these things, it is either 
a high level of confidence or average level or low level of con-
fidence; he said it with a low level of confidence.’’ I said, ‘‘Does that 
mean we have to question every member of the Administration 
when they tell Congress something, whether they are saying it was 
a high level or a low level of confidence?’’ He laughed. The briefing 
went on. 

We were led to believe that the United States was possibly being 
subjected to an imminent attack by foreign forces. We were shown 
evidence, so-called evidence, that there was a nuclear program 
going on. There was a picture projected on the wall of a nuclear 
plant, smoke coming out of chimneys, described to us as fully oper-
ational, proof positive, the smoking gun, the smoking nuclear plant, 
if you will, that they had fired up a couple of days before the vote. 
I questioned the Secretary, and I said, ‘‘Mr. Secretary, I don’t have 
a photographic memory, but that picture, that aerial photograph 
looks much like one that Colin Powell, when he was Head of Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, showed us prior to the vote in 1991. My question 
is, is this a recent photograph?’’ And he said, ‘‘I assure you it is 
a very recent photograph.’’ I half-jokingly said, ‘‘Are you saying 
that with a high or low degree of confidence?’’ He laughed again. 
And he said, ‘‘I assure you with a high degree of confidence that 
is a recent photograph.’’ That was a lie. If they have that photo-
graph, they have proof-positive that there was a nuclear program 
going on right prior to the vote. 

I am angry. I am frustrated. I am furious, and I am disappointed 
in the President and this Administration in which I trusted and 
cast my vote to enable men and women to go to war and to die in 
that war. If they had an honest case to make—and they made no 
case whatsoever about regime change or Saddam is a bad guy or 
we have to bring democracy to the world, or all those noble pur-
poses, maybe I would have listened——

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
Mr. Leach——
Mr. ACKERMAN. I urge a positive vote to report this out affirma-

tively. 
Chairman HYDE. Mr. Leach. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Anything else is a whitewash. 
Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
Mr. LEACH. I will be very brief. 
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First, let me say, I think the opening statement of the Chairman 
of the Committee was the most thoughtful opening statement of a 
Chairman of a Committee that I have ever listened to. Secondly, 
I want to explain why I don’t find it completely compelling. It is 
true that this Congress and other Committees and commissions 
have overseen aspects of the intelligence issue, but this inquiry is 
partly about intelligence. It is partly about diplomacy. And it is 
partly about other things. For example, on the post-invasion plan-
ning, there is a quote from a British Cabinet paper that says:

‘‘Push for occupation of Iraq could lead to protracted and costly 
nation-building exercise. U.S. military plans are excellent on 
this point. This is of extraordinary significance because this is 
an aspect of the United States policy for which the case for 
transparency is rather strong.’’

There is a clear element of partisanship in this inquiry. On the 
other hand, all of us should understand that it is the responsibility 
of the Minority Party to hold the Majority Party accountable. It is 
also the responsibility of the United States Congress to oversee the 
Executive Branch, and these two perceptions are far more signifi-
cant than the partisan advantage. 

And I will only conclude with one observation of a statement last 
week. The former Secretary of State of the United States, Colin 
Powell, stated that it was a blot on his record that he misused in-
telligence. I don’t want a blot on the Congress’ record that we re-
fused the most vigorous oversight of the most extraordinary foreign 
policy initiative of last generation, that this moment in time ap-
pears to have enormously consequential and frail implications for 
our national security. And I am just hardpressed to do anything ex-
cept support this inquiry, despite the rather powerful statement of 
the Chairman. 

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman. It is the intention of the 
Chair to postpone recorded votes on the three resolutions. We have 
only dealt with one so far. But we will vote on these at 2 o’clock 
so that everybody who wants to vote on it will have an opportunity 
to vote on it. 

Pursuant to notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 408, request-
ing the President and directing the Secretary of Defense to trans-
mit to the House all documents in their possession relating to com-
munications with officials of the United Kingdom relating to the 
policy of the United States with respect to Iraq for purposes of 
markup, and I move its adverse recommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point, and the Chair recognizes himself 
for such time as I may consume. 

[H. Res. 408 follows:]
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1

IV

109TH CONGRESS
1ST SESSION H. RES. 408

Requesting the President and directing the Secretary of Defense to transmit

to the House of Representatives not later than 14 days after the date

of the adoption of this resolution all documents in the possession of

the President and Secretary of Defense relating to communications with

officials of the United Kingdom relating to the policy of the United

States with respect to Iraq.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JULY 28, 2005

Mr. HINCHEY submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the

Committee on International Relations

RESOLUTION
Requesting the President and directing the Secretary of De-

fense to transmit to the House of Representatives not

later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of

this resolution all documents in the possession of the

President and Secretary of Defense relating to commu-

nications with officials of the United Kingdom relating

to the policy of the United States with respect to Iraq.

Resolved, That not later than 14 days after the date1

of the adoption of this resolution—2

(1) the President is requested to transmit to3

the House of Representatives all documents, includ-4
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2

•HRES 408 IH

ing telephone and electronic mail records, logs, cal-1

endars, minutes, and memos, in the possession of2

the President relating to communications with offi-3

cials of the United Kingdom from January 1, 2001,4

to March 19, 2003, relating to the policy of the5

United States with respect to Iraq, including any6

discussions or communications between the Presi-7

dent, then National Security Advisor Condoleezza8

Rice, or other Administration officials and officials9

of the United Kingdom; and10

(2) the Secretary of Defense is directed to11

transmit to the House of Representatives all docu-12

ments, including telephone and electronic mail13

records, logs, calendars, minutes, and memos, in the14

possession of the Secretary relating to communica-15

tions with officials of the United Kingdom from Jan-16

uary 1, 2001, to March 19, 2003, relating to the17

policy of the United States with respect to Iraq, in-18

cluding any discussions or communications between19

any Defense Department official, including Under20

Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas J. Feith21

and Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence Dr.22

Stephen A. Cambone, and officials of the United23

Kingdom.24

Æ
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Chairman HYDE. The Committee now has before it the second of 
today’s resolution of inquiries, H. Res. 408, introduced by Mr. Hin-
chey of New York. This resolution requests the President and di-
rects the Secretary of Defense to transmit information related to 
communications with officials of the United Kingdom between Jan-
uary 1, 2001, and March 19, 2003, regarding the United States pol-
icy with respect to Iraq. Like H. Res. 375, this resolution follows 
publication of the so-called Downing Street Memo, a memorandum 
prepared for a meeting of July 23rd, 2002 between Tony Blair and 
British officials. 

As explained earlier, the Downing Street Memo does not raise 
anything new. The decision to go to war in Iraq and the intel-
ligence surrounding the decision have been examined and reexam-
ined, and the conclusions set out in these studies clearly support 
reporting this resolution adversely. No one found any evidence——

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, the Committee is not in order. There 
is conversation going on. 

Chairman HYDE. The decision to go to war in Iraq and the intel-
ligence surrounding that decision have been examined and reexam-
ined and the conclusions set out clearly support reporting this reso-
lution adversely. No one found any evidence of Administration offi-
cials attempting to coerce, influence, or pressure intelligence ana-
lysts or ‘‘fixing’’ intelligence. 

Without repeating all the arguments made with H. Res. 375, I 
can think of no better words in urging you to report H. Res. 408 
adversely than Senator Roberts’ comments on the Silberman-Robb 
Commission report:

‘‘I don’t think there should be any doubt that we have now 
heard it all regarding prewar intelligence. I think that it would 
be a monumental waste of time to replow this ground any fur-
ther. We should turn our full attention to the future.’’

H. Res. 408 is drafted in sweeping and overbroad language that 
would include years of Presidential documents of the most sensitive 
nature involving communications between heads of state. As point-
ed out as far back as George Washington himself, complying with 
such a request would run contrary to constitutional principles and 
set a very dangerous precedent. 

The volume of documents requested under H. Res. 408 covering 
years worth of documents would represent an unjustified burden on 
the Executive Office as a practical matter as well. I urge you to 
vote to report this resolution adversely, and I recognize Mr. Lantos 
for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, since my 
comments with respect to the earlier resolution that we considered 
and debated are the same as those, I would like to make with re-
spect to this resolution, to save time, I will not repeat them. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the resolution and I thank you. 

Chairman HYDE. I thank the gentleman. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, here we 

go again. The only difference between this resolution and the one 
that we previously considered is that this one seeks information 
from the President and the Secretary of Defense versus the Sec-
retary of State. The same arguments apply to both. However, this 
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one is even more troublesome, as it strikes at the very core of some 
of the most sensitive communications between our officials, the 
military leadership, and the State Department, all of them based 
on the opinions of one British officer referenced in a leaked memo. 

As policymakers and elected officials, do we honestly want to 
base our decisions and Legislative action on this small component 
of a leaked Downing Street Memo and newspaper stories on other 
leaks? It is ironic that a resolution that calls into question prewar 
Iraq intelligence, intelligence based on years of analysis and discus-
sion, would seek to legitimize the subjective personal assessment of 
a staff member of a foreign government. It is troublesome that a 
measure that speaks to and—in one potentially devastating blow—
erodes centuries of Presidential precedent and constitutional au-
thority regarding the conduct of foreign affairs, would do so on the 
basis of a leaked memo by a foreign government. 

Rather than focusing on the future and taking an active role in 
helping to drive policy to assist Iraq in the transformation into a 
democratic nation, and as a catalyst for further reforms in the re-
gion, there are those who simply wish to focus on partisan political 
efforts. I would have loved for all of the Members of this Com-
mittee to have listened to the testimony of the Subcommittee hear-
ing that I held on Iraq’s progress toward democracy. And I am 
proud that my stepson is serving as a Marine officer in Iraq right 
now. I would guess that he would prefer that Congress work on the 
future of a democratic Iraq, rather than participate in yet another 
partisan inquiry on the same old discredited conspiracy theories. I 
also don’t think that Dougie or any members of his squadron would 
appreciate hearing, as I heard from a Member on the other side 
this morning, that their military participation has made Iraq less 
safe. Please go to Iraq and say that to their faces. I would love to 
see their reaction. 

Prewar assessment and a prewar intelligence, these are issues 
that have been debated in this Committee time and time again. It 
is a matter that has been reviewed by the Intelligence Committee 
in both Chambers, by the independent bipartisan Silberman-Robb 
Commission, by British entities, and their conclusions are all the 
same. There is no evidence of undue influence or pressure on intel-
ligence analysts concerning information on Iraq. 

When referring to prewar intelligence, we are essentially talking 
about the same intelligence that was available under 8 years of a 
Clinton Administration. Intelligence that drove the Congress and 
this Committee to adopt legislation calling for regime change in 
Iraq, supporting conclusions regarding unconventional weapons 
programs pursued by Saddam Hussein’s regime. Former President 
Bill Clinton in 1998 said:

‘‘There should be no doubt, Saddam’s ability to produce and de-
liver weapons of mass destruction poses a grave threat to the 
peace of that region and the security of the world. And some 
day, some way, I guarantee you he will use that arsenal.’’

And fast forward to the terrorist attacks of September 11th, the 
lessons learned from the failure to act during the World Trade Cen-
ter bombings in 1993, the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, the USS 
Cole, many other terrorist attacks targeting the United States and 
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numerous UN Security Council resolutions and the UN calls for 
Saddam to disarm and they went unanswered. Could the U.S. af-
ford to wait until Saddam Hussein used the arsenal? But let’s focus 
on the present and let us look at the future. There is nothing new 
to discuss. There is no new information in the Downing Street 
Memo. Personal opinions and impressions of a British aide, unsub-
stantiated, uncorroborated, very subjective, shouldn’t be used to 
interfere with the privileged direct communications between heads 
of states or officials of high levels of the United States Government 
on national and international security. And I hope that our col-
leagues would report out both of them adversely. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman HYDE. Ms. Watson from California. 
Ms. WATSON. Speaking as an Ambassador representing the 

United States, I find it very amazing that there is a consideration 
on this Committee, who has the jurisdiction for relationships be-
tween the United States and foreign nations, to think that it is a 
dangerous precedent to enlighten us. We are the policymakers. And 
as an Ambassador, I had to represent the policies of the United 
States of America. That was done through 2 years, 6 weeks at a 
time, of being enlightened, being trained, and being made ready to 
represent our great Nation abroad. 

So enlightenment to me is very essential. Truth and trust make 
democracy what it is all about. Accuracy of information is essential 
to effectiveness. Understanding the issue thoroughly is a compo-
nent part. And looking at the mission of international relations, we 
should always be seeking the truth. Credibility is at stake. Credi-
bility is at stake for our country in light of the way we handled 
Katrina and American citizens. Credibility is at stake with the way 
we protect our fighting forces in Iraq. And credibility is at stake 
when we are relating to other nations and particularly the nations 
in the Gulf. 

So I am highly supportive of getting the facts and the truth. And 
I would hope this Committee would set the direction for this coun-
try and for the President and the Administration, because we are 
sorely lacking in credibility. And any of you who want to challenge 
what I am saying, take a trip abroad. Choose any place on the map 
you want to go, and talk to the people who watch television, who 
read the news, and who listen to the radio about America’s ability 
to protect its own citizens. 

We need to have the facts. It was my feeling from the beginning 
that this was an unjustifiable invasion of a sovereign nation that 
we have debated. However, let us arm ourselves with the facts as 
we know them. Let us seek truth whenever we can. Do not stifle 
truth if we want to regain credibility and our position among the 
leading nations of the world. And I say this to you from my experi-
ence as an Ambassador representing what I thought was the great-
est Nation in the world and shared values that we are trying to 
share with the rest of the nations. 

I would encourage us to vote both of these resolutions out in a 
positive fashion. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you for al-
lowing these resolutions to be debated today. 

Chairman HYDE. You are certainly welcome. 
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I think I will yield myself some time. I have been listening all 
morning, and I think certain things ought to be said. The gentle-
woman from California has said we need the facts. Of course, we 
need the facts. But there is a way to get them in an orderly fash-
ion. We have set up Intelligence Committees with bipartisan mem-
bership in the House and in the Senate. Both of the Intelligence 
Committees have gone through this with a fine-toothed comb. They 
have lived up to their oaths, but they can handle classified infor-
mation in an appropriate way. In addition to both Intelligence 
Committees from the House and the Senate, bipartisan, in addition 
to that, you had the Silberman-Robb Commission set up, again bi-
partisan, but not Members of this Body. And they have reviewed 
all the facts and all of the nuances of this. 

And so then you had the British doing the same thing, looking 
at the intelligence process they had. So you have had repeated com-
missions of outstanding people, honorable people, looking at the 
question of whether the intelligence was fixed or manipulated and 
coming out unanimously: No. So here we go again. I cannot help 
but be convinced this is politics, politics, politics. Somebody sees an 
opportunity to weaken the President, even though we are at war. 
We are at war against worldwide terrorism around the globe. In-
stead of backing the President, we are eroding his integrity and the 
quality of what he says. 

I have never in all of my reading of history seen a Chief Execu-
tive get less support in his own country. 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for a question? 
Chairman HYDE. Yes. 
Ms. WATSON. You articulated the Committees that have gathered 

information. Do you feel that other Members who are not privy to 
this information need to have a chance to look at it so that we can 
then make effective decisions as it relates to the policy? 

Chairman HYDE. Yes, and it——
Ms. WATSON. Should we be denied the information that other 

Members have because of their membership on Committees? 
Chairman HYDE. Did the gentlewoman ask the Chairman of the 

Select Committee on Intelligence to view any evidence or testi-
mony? Are you on record as having done that and been denied? 

Ms. WATSON. We have been denied several times, and I am on 
record of asking in other areas as well. We are told, and I am told, 
that much of what goes on in the Intelligence Committee is con-
fidential. 

Chairman HYDE. Classified. It is classified. 
Ms. WATSON. And classified. 
Chairman HYDE. You have plenty of Democrats who are intel-

ligent, loyal, patriotic, and honorable, who serve on that Com-
mittee. I trust the Republicans on the Committee. I would hope you 
would trust the Democrats. 

Ms. WATSON. May I ask my question for clarity? Are we to——
Chairman HYDE. Go ahead. 
Ms. WATSON. For clarity, are we, as Members of this Committee, 

Committee on International Relations, I am not a Member of those 
other Committees, are we to be denied information that will help 
us make effective decisions as it deals with foreign policy and our 
relations with other countries? 
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Chairman HYDE. I would suggest that the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman of the Intelligence Committee, the House Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, would meet with you and 
give you access to any information you want. And I doubt if you 
have asked them for that. But I do know you said you thought you 
represented the greatest country in the world. I have no doubt that 
you did represent the greatest country in the world. 

But let me proceed. Why did we go to war? Well, I have copies 
of quotations from people, from previous Administrations at the 
highest level who said this man, Saddam Hussein, is a brutal thug, 
an assassin, and has weapons of mass destruction or will soon have 
them. They are all here. Madeleine Albright, Sandy Berger, Presi-
dent Clinton, Senator Graham, Senator Kennedy, Senator Rocke-
feller. All of them, up to 2 years before the war, started saying he 
is a dangerous person. He has weapons of mass destruction. 

Then you are sitting in the White House and you get blind-sided 
on September 11, 2001, and 3,000 people are wiped out, and you 
think to yourself, If he had nuclear weapons, as everybody says he 
does, how many people would we be mourning—3 million instead 
of 3,000? 

And so he came to Congress and we authorized the proceeding 
into war. And now that we find that it was based on erroneous in-
telligence—not corrupt intelligence, just flawed, just because it was 
human, it was wrong—we want to attack the President. And that 
is what all of this is about. 

The Gulf War ended on March 3, 1991. And from that day until 
when the war started, the UN’s contribution to safeguarding the 
world was 17 resolutions. A blizzard of paper was going to protect 
everybody. When the World Trade Center was obliterated and we 
all believed this man had weapons of mass destruction, it was time 
to do something. And he came to Congress and got the authority 
and went ahead and did it. And now we should help defeat ter-
rorism, not just weaken and erode the authority of the President. 

So now we have three more. We can take the time. Mr. Menen-
dez is recognized. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With each of these 
resolution of inquiries that we will vote on today, the Congress is 
simply saying we have the right to know and the American people 
have the right to know. And the Congress of the United States has 
an obligation to the American people to make sure that the Execu-
tive Branch is carrying out its duties and informing the public. 

Now, I have a different view. Congress has been less than robust 
in its oversight of these issues. Certainly, this Committee has juris-
diction over the bilateral and multilateral relationships of the 
United States and other countries and organizations in the world. 
So it is not—I can’t believe it is a jurisdictional issue. 

And you know, I cannot just sit back and accept that because 
some other entity, the Silberman Commission, which was Execu-
tive-appointed, came to the conclusions that the Chairman made. 
But the other oversights that did take place did not address this 
issue head on, did not deal with the question of whether or not the 
intelligence was manipulated. 

The foundations for the decision did not deal with the essence of 
those questions. So it is still fitting and appropriate. And in the 
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last Administration, we had the most robust oversight of all Com-
mittees as to every aspect of the Executive Branch, and of course, 
it was not ‘‘politics, politics, politics’’ then. It was Congress exer-
cising its oversight. And all of a sudden we have retreated from 
that dramatically. We are going to have a review by one of the 
Committees of Katrina and the Majority Leader just decided to 
cancel it. 

So let’s not hear about the right of Members of Congress, and 
certainly this Committee, to be able to pursue a robust oversight 
of what the Executive Branch is doing. The particular case of the 
two resolutions of inquiry we are going to be voting on are simply 
asking for information on decisions this Administration made when 
it led this country into an elective war in Iraq. And I think it is 
past time that responsible Members of Congress not confuse Sep-
tember 11th, where I lost 700 citizens of my State, with Saddam 
Hussein when the focus should have been and still needs to be in 
Afghanistan where Osama bin Laden, al-Qaeda, and the Taliban 
were. Those were the perpetrators of September 11th, they were 
the ones that caused the death of my fellow New Jerseyans and my 
fellow Americans, and I think it is irresponsible to talk about Sep-
tember 11th and allude to the fact that Saddam Hussein had any-
thing to do with that terrible day. 

The Downing Street Memo, for example, that we are going to be 
voting on as well as this request for the Department of Defense, 
it is a summary of high-level meetings with Tony Blair and senior 
members of his national security team. It is critical information on 
prewar planning between two bilateral relationships, the United 
States and Great Britain. And the memo, at least in itself, has 
been reported in the press. This has all been reported in the press, 
but we need to ascertain the veracity of all of this. The memo says 
that President Bush and Prime Minister Blair had already decided 
to go to war and the U.S. was already involved in detailed war 
planning in July 2002. That ‘‘the intelligence and the facts were 
being fixed around the policy.’’ That the real reason for the war 
was to overthrow Saddam Hussein and had little to do with weap-
ons of mass destruction. 

The policymakers knew that the case for war was weak. As re-
portedly said by the British Foreign Secretary, the case was thin. 
Saddam was not threatening his neighbors at the time and his 
WMD capability was clearly less than that of Libya, North Korea, 
or Iran, and that the United States was doing little or no post-war 
planning. This is critical information. And all of this was in 2002, 
8 months before the start of the war, 3 months before the congres-
sional vote authorizing use of force and 4 months before the British 
resolution on Iraq in the UN. 

All we are asking for is the information to see whether these 
public statements are accurate. And if so, then ultimately what are 
the decisions of this Congress that ultimately flow from that? 

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Rohr-
abacher. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. Let me 
remind my friends and colleagues on the other side of the aisle that 
you have access to almost all of the secret documents that we are 
talking about, to determine what policies you will support or won’t 
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support. They are in room S–407 of the Capitol. Every Member of 
Congress has a security clearance to go there and look at these doc-
uments. I don’t think that you have availed yourself, I would guess, 
of what is available to you already, much less demand even higher 
levels of documents. The fact is, they are there. They are available 
to us to make our determinations as to what policies we will sup-
port. 

However, the demand today is to be able to see documents in a 
way that is different than you would see them if you availed your-
self of going to S–407 in the Capitol, because there, if you look at 
these secret documents that are classified, you are required not to 
talk about it publicly. Not to politicize it, in other words. 

What we are talking about today is a demand to see documents, 
to see information in order to talk about it publicly and to make 
public cases which means politicizing the issue. That is why I do 
not have the sympathy for this particular request. Since 9/11 and 
the onset of the war on terrorism, I have been impressed with the 
bipartisanship of this Committee. I have appreciated the absence 
of political maneuvering which would have undermined the con-
fidence in our military and intelligence commitments overseas. 
When our troops are under fire being wounded and killed by rad-
ical Islamists in Iraq and elsewhere, this Committee has been care-
ful not to politicize the situation. This bipartisanship has been ex-
emplary. I have hoped that this admirable standard would be 
maintained. 

Let me just note today about some of the arguments that have 
been made. 

We keep talking about the President of the United States misin-
forming the public and misinforming us about the intelligence or 
about weapons of mass destruction based on the intelligence that 
he had been handed. Nobody here has said the President made it 
up and that the CIA had not given him this information. Let’s note 
who the CIA director was who provided this ‘‘phony intelligence.’’ 
We are talking about George Tenet here. He was not appointed by 
George Bush. He was appointed by President Bill Clinton and he 
was kept on board by President Bush in order to ensure a biparti-
sanship of intelligence information that he would have. Let me 
note, George Tenet wasn’t just a President Clinton appointee—Bill 
Clinton was a Democrat staffer on the Hill—George Tenet was a 
Democrat staffer on the Hill prior to being appointed. 

So all of this talk about the President of the United States giving 
us false information, it was handed to him by George Tenet. George 
said, ‘‘It’s a slam dunk, Mr. President,’’ I seem to remember was 
the quote. Let’s not suggest that this President had anything but 
the best of motives when he determined what we had to do after 
9/11. And yes, 9/11 has something do with Saddam Hussein—9/11 
was a declaration of war on the United States of America by an 
Islamo-Fascist movement that threatens the world. We need, after 
9/11, to make sure that this radical Islam was maneuvered against 
strategically to make sure that it did not gain the strength inter-
nationally that it has as potential. 

And in order to make sure that we countered radical Islam, 
which attacked us on 9/11, this President thought a strategic move 
would be made in Iraq that would create a democratic alternative 
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to radical Islam. What other country would better serve as an ex-
ample to the people of the Islamic world that democracy isn’t just 
for the Westerner, nor just for those people in Europe, but is in-
deed open as well to people of the Islamic faith? This was a stra-
tegic decision on the part of the President, a maneuver on the part 
of the President and had everything to do with 9/11. 

And I would suggest that we do not do anything to undermine 
this effort that is going on right now—where our boys are being 
killed by radical Islamists from outside of Iraq because these rad-
ical Islamists know what the stakes are and they know that this 
is a strategic move against them and we should appreciate that 
fact—and make sure that we are supporting this. Just as we did 
in World War II against the Japanese and the Nazis. 

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. 
Delahunt. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And in some ways, I 
welcome the support for a bipartisan, independent commission that 
we have heard here today when referring to the Silberman-Robb 
Commission. I would hope that those that have articulated their 
confidence in that approach would consider it when a proposal 
comes from the Minority regarding the establishment of a bipar-
tisan, independent commission to determine what happened before, 
during, and after Hurricane Katrina, which has devastated the 
Gulf Coast. 

I did not intend to speak, but I would just like to make a com-
ment on some of what I heard today. You know, confidence in our 
colleagues in the Intelligence Committee, that is fine. I think every 
Member of that Committee serves there with integrity and interest 
and dedication. But—and this goes to the point that was being 
made by Mr. Paul—in terms of the role of Congress, in terms of 
the role of politics; and again, it is tangential to what Mr. Leach 
said earlier about an examination that just does not focus on intel-
ligence, it would appear that the so-called smoking gun line, ‘‘The 
intelligence and the facts were being fixed around the policy,’’ is 
what the focus of many comments has been. But to me there are, 
as others have said, telling areas that really cry out for review. 

One was, ‘‘The National Security Council has no patience with 
the United Nations route and no enthusiasm for publishing mate-
rial on the Iraqi regime’s record.’’ The other line that comes out to 
me was, ‘‘There was little discussion in Washington of the after-
math of military action.’’ These are real policy decisions. But this 
is not just about information for Members of Congress. At its very 
core, what I believe we are attempting to do is to go back and reex-
amine—and, yes, Mr. Chairman, reexamine again and again and 
again through the years—because it was Mr. Leach who said this 
is one of the most significant foreign policy developments in gen-
erations, it is our responsibility to reexamine the decision-making 
process. That is what we want to understand. The decision-making 
process that led us to war, the decision-making process during the 
war, and the decision-making process post the so-called major com-
bat phase. What went wrong? 

Yes, we can run up to room 407 or whatever the number is. But 
it is the American people that have the right to know, that want 
to know, that are demanding answers. That is why, in some re-
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spects, the confidence of the American people in terms of their sup-
port for this war is eroding. Not because of what is being said 
about the President, but because they want a full examination and 
explanation of how we got ourselves here and what we are going 
to do about it. 

It is not time to continue to hold hearings behind closed doors 
in some room in the Capitol. It is time to bring it out. And to my 
friend from Texas, I think it is important that we secure these doc-
uments. And those documents that ought not be disclosed or put 
forth into the public domain can be handled in a classified manner. 
But we have failed our responsibility here in this Committee. We 
have not had oversight hearings again and again and again about 
the decision-making process. We have not had it. And you know 
something, maybe what we have learned is that this is the con-
sequence, unfortunate as it is, of having a single party in domi-
nance in the House, in the Senate, and in the White House, wheth-
er it be Republicans or Democrats. This is about the Congress of 
the United States. It is far more than just simply base, crass polit-
ical politics and our role in our constitutional system. 

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired. Pursuant to 
notice, I call up the resolution, H. Res. 419, directing the Secretary 
of State to transmit to the House documents in his possession re-
lating to the disclosure of the identity and employment of Ms. Val-
erie Plame for purposes of markup and move its adverse rec-
ommendation to the House. 

Without objection, the resolution will be considered as read and 
open for amendment at any point. I have an opening statement. 

[H. Res. 419 follows:]

VerDate Mar 21 2002 14:30 Feb 15, 2006 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\WORK\FULL\091405M\23436.000 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL



62

1

IV

109TH CONGRESS
1ST SESSION H. RES. 419

Directing the Secretary of State to transmit to the House of Representatives

not later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this resolution

documents in the possession of the Secretary of State relating to the

disclosure of the identity and employment of Ms. Valerie Plame.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JULY 29, 2005

Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.

KUCINICH, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.

DEFAZIO, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. UDALL of

Colorado, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. LEE, and

Ms. MATSUI) submitted the following resolution; which was referred to

the Committee on International Relations

RESOLUTION
Directing the Secretary of State to transmit to the House

of Representatives not later than 14 days after the date

of the adoption of this resolution documents in the pos-

session of the Secretary of State relating to the disclo-

sure of the identity and employment of Ms. Valerie

Plame.

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is directed to1

transmit to the House of Representatives not later than2

the date that is 14 days after the date of the adoption3

of this resolution, all documents, including telephone and4
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2

•HRES 419 IH

electronic mail records, logs and calendars, personnel1

records, and records of internal discussions in the posses-2

sion of the Secretary of State relating to the disclosure3

of the identity of Ms. Valerie Plame as an employee of4

the Central Intelligence Agency during the period begin-5

ning on May 6, 2003, and ending on July 31, 2003.6

Æ
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Chairman HYDE. The Committee now turns its attention to the 
last of today’s three resolutions of inquiry. Mr. Holt of New Jersey 
introduced H. Res. 419, directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
documents from May 6, 2003, to July 31, 2003, relating to the dis-
closure of the identity and employment of Ms. Valerie Plame. If 
this sounds familiar to you, it is because we voted to report a simi-
lar resolution, H. Res. 499, adversely on February 25, 2004. 

The reasons that lead us to vote to report the previous resolution 
adversely still hold today. That is, a criminal investigation by a 
special prosecutor is ongoing into this matter and this Committee 
should do nothing that might impede or prejudice this criminal in-
vestigation. The Department of Justice opened the criminal inves-
tigation September 2003 into whether the Government officials 
who allegedly identified Valerie Plame to the press violated Federal 
law that prohibits identifying covert agents, and it remains an on-
going investigation. 

On October 3, 2003, White House counsel sent a memo to all 
White House employees to turn in copies of documents for the on-
going probe into who leaked the name of a CIA operative. The 
press reported that the investigation soon included the State and 
Defense Departments as well as the White House and the CIA. 
Press reports indicate that the FBI has interviewed more than 
three dozen Bush Administration officials, including senior White 
House officials. 

Reportedly, box loads of documents have been forwarded to the 
FBI investigation team, including White House phone logs and e-
mails. The Attorney General recused himself from the case Decem-
ber 2003. Deputy Attorney General James Comey then appointed 
U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald to lead the investigation. Mr. Fitz-
gerald, a veteran prosecutor with experience in national security 
matters, enjoys a stellar reputation. According to press reports, Mr. 
Fitzgerald has more independence than required under the Depart-
ment of Justice regulations. For instance, he, unlike other U.S. At-
torneys, does not have to seek approval from Justice Department 
officials before issuing subpoenas or granting immunity. Press re-
ports indicate that a grand jury has been convened to hear testi-
mony in this matter. As we all know, grand juries have sweeping 
authority that allows investigators to accept witnesses and docu-
ments, including the same documents requested in H. Res. 419. 

By all reports, Mr. Fitzgerald is pursuing the investigation into 
the Valerie Plame matter aggressively and responsibly. We need to 
look no further than the jailing of the New York Times reporter, 
Judy Miller, to see how aggressively Mr. Fitzgerald is pursuing the 
truth in this manner. Under the circumstances, this is a matter 
best left to the grand jury. 

Of equal importance to this Committee is the action taken by the 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the Committee 
of primary jurisdiction over the subject matter of H. Res. 419. The 
Intelligence Committee, in a bipartisan vote on the Valerie Plame 
matter, reported unfavorably without amendment on the resolu-
tion. As a former Member of the Intelligence Committee, I am con-
fident the Committee remains committed to the enforcement of the 
laws and regulations that exist to protect the Nation’s classified in-
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telligence information, including the enforcement of the Intel-
ligence Identities Protection Act of 1982. 

Finally, I would like to mention that Mr. Fitzgerald is the U.S. 
Attorney for the Chicago region and has, in the recent past, in-
dicted several Republicans including the last Governor of the State 
of Illinois on 22 counts. I think it is safe to say he is not the least 
bit moved by political considerations. 

In light of all the foregoing, it is my intention to have H. Res. 
419 reported adversely, and I am pleased to recognize Mr. Acker-
man. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Chairman, we find ourselves once more discussing the unconscion-
able release of the name of a CIA undercover operative in 2003, ap-
parently by White House officials intent on discrediting and pun-
ishing a critic of the Administration’s Iraq policy. The integrity of 
our intelligence agency and their ability to recruit foreign agents 
must not be undermined for political purposes. This leak rep-
resents serious misconduct that must be fully investigated, and 
former agents have emphasized again and again the danger posed 
by this reckless release. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, when you opposed a very similar reso-
lution, as you cited, you assured us that no congressional investiga-
tion was warranted because Special Prosecutor Fitzgerald was in-
defatigable and would get to the bottom of this dangerous affair. 
Mr. Chairman, he might be indefatigable, but so far, the only per-
son to be jailed is a reporter determined to protect her sources. She 
did not even write a story. Yet she has languished for over 2 
months in the same prison that houses Zacharias Moussaoui, the 
so-called 20th September 11th hijacker. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time for us to launch our own investigation 
and determine how and why Administration officials leaked classi-
fied information and forever compromised Mrs. Plame’s cover with 
chilling effects for agents and sources everywhere. We must deter-
mine what procedures need to be instituted to ensure that a re-
lease of information like this never happens again. We also need 
to consider what changes in law may be necessary to make enforce-
ment of current criminal laws more practical. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, it may be that Mr. Fitzgerald is unable 
to indict anyone for the underlying misconduct because of the strict 
standards in current law. He may be getting to the point that he 
will end his investigation without any report to us that would allow 
us to address this matter appropriately. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, since we last took up this matter it has 
become clear that the triggering event of the leak of an agent’s 
name may have been a memorandum prepared by the State De-
partment which describes the operative’s relationship to Ambas-
sador Wilson, and came to the attention of senior White House offi-
cials. This creates an even clearer nexus with the work of this 
Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for any law enforcement mate-
rials, even as this Body, for the last 10 years, has been used to in-
vestigate critical misconduct during criminal investigations, as we 
did during the Enron affair and as this very Committee is doing 
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currently in the UN Oil-for-Food scandal. For the sake of our na-
tional security, we should do no less here. 

I urge an affirmative vote for this and a vote against any notion 
recommending a negative reporting. 

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Delahunt. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And let me first say 

that I have the utmost confidence in Mr. Fitzgerald. I do not be-
lieve that he would be motivated by any political considerations. 
During the course of my previous career in law enforcement, I have 
become aware of his reputation. He is a professional. His integrity 
is beyond any reproach. I can empathize and understand that it re-
quires considerable time to secure information, and clearly, the se-
curing of that information is most difficult. 

I can speculate that there have been roadblocks that he has had 
to deal with and address. Hopefully, he will conclude his investiga-
tion, and if it is necessary that indictments be issued, that they 
will be issued and those responsible will be brought to justice. 

But this is not about Mr. Fitzgerald and his competence. In the 
course of your opening remarks, you alluded to the existence of a 
grand jury. I think I am confident that you are aware, as am I, 
there have been numerous congressional inquiries that have been 
undertaken contemporaneously with grand jury investigations. 
There is absolutely no impediment whatsoever to a congressional 
Committee’s exercise of its oversight because there is a concurrent 
criminal investigation, whether a grand jury is being utilized or 
not. So let’s be very clear about that. And if there is any disagree-
ment, I would welcome the expression of that disagreement now. 

Let me make the point further, and I happen to have a section 
of the Justice Department’s own Federal Grand Jury Practice Man-
ual that explains, and I am quoting now from the Department of 
Justice’s Grand Jury Practice Manual, ‘‘Material created independ-
ently of the grand jury has long been held to be outside of the 
grand jury secrecy rules.’’

There is no impediment whatsoever to either the Fitzgerald in-
vestigation or a grand jury investigation for this Committee to 
honor the resolution. 

And for the reasons that were articulated by the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Ackerman, I support that. But let me just, before 
I conclude, and I will try to be brief, let’s examine the record of 
what has occurred here in Congress in terms of the exercise of 
oversight. 

In 1979 and 1999, the Government Affairs Committee inves-
tigated campaign financing while the FBI and the department’s 
Campaign Finance Task Force were constructing a criminal inves-
tigation. No problem there. 

In 2002, the House Energy and Commerce Committee inves-
tigated the collapse of Enron and its outside auditor, Arthur Ander-
sen, while the FCC investigated possible criminal investigations. 

The House Energy and Commerce Committee investigated Mar-
tha Stewart, we all remember that, for insider trading allegations 
involving ImClone stock. Martha Stewart and ImClone were under 
investigation. And, of course, we know what happened to Martha 
Stewart. In 2002, the House Financial Services Committee inves-
tigated the WorldCom scandal while criminal and civil cases were 
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pending. In fact, its CEO is currently serving some 25 years, but 
it did not stop Congress then. 

But you know what? The bottom line is, we do not have the polit-
ical will—and I say this sadly—to exercise our constitutional re-
sponsibility when it comes to this particular Administration be-
cause we have a single-party state. And I dare say to try to make 
this bipartisan in tone, I dare say that if it were Democrats that 
controlled the White House, the House, and the Senate, we would 
have the same situation. And with that I yield. 

Chairman HYDE. Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me just say 

first that many believe that disclosure of an agent’s name for polit-
ical reasons is inexcusable and it is dangerous. Confidential infor-
mation should never be the subject of political game-playing. These 
questions rise to very high levels of the Executive Branch and they 
raise allegations of serious abuse of political power in order to em-
barrass Administration critics and to deflect attention, quite frank-
ly, from the real truth about the absence of weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq. This resolution requires the Administration to 
provide Congress with the information it needs to fulfill its con-
stitutional oversight obligations. 

And, Mr. Chairman, in listening to the debate earlier with regard 
to the previous two resolutions, I am very concerned about the ero-
sion of our three Branches of Government, and also in terms of the 
diminution of the importance of the role of Congress in its over-
sight responsibilities. We have three Branches of Government. De-
mocracy dictates that we ask these questions and that we receive 
the appropriate information. 

With regard to the previous resolutions of inquiry, for example, 
we wrote to the President of the United States; to date, we have 
not received the answers to the question. We filed a Freedom of In-
formation Act request; to date we have not received a response to 
that filing. This Committee authorized the use of force. This Com-
mittee did that, and this Committee certainly has the duty and re-
sponsibility to ask these important questions. Taxpayers, in addi-
tion, have paid for this war, 300-and-some billion dollars. And I am 
listening to those who are saying this is politicizing this whole war 
effort. 

Well, the American people are paying for this war. People call 
our offices, if they come to meet with us, if they engage in public 
discussion about the war, they have the right to do that. This is 
democracy. So politicizing such a critical effort as a war that has 
killed over 1,900 of our young men and women and countless Iraqis 
to me speaks to the unfortunate place many see our democracy 
now, and that is very much, if you ask me, it has very much eroded 
in terms of the fundamentals of democracy. 

People deserve to have the answers to their questions, not only 
Members of Congress. Many Americans know that there was no 
connection between 9/11 and Saddam Hussein and the war in Iraq. 
And because they know this, they are trying to understand why in 
the world did this Committee, for example, authorize the use of 
force with this information now coming out? So we have an obliga-
tion to the American people to provide this information again. It 
should not be partisan. This should be about democracy. This 
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should be about getting the taxpayers the information they need 
because they know they have funded a war that was based on dis-
torted information. 

Again, we should report these resolutions favorably. This Com-
mittee is the Committee of jurisdiction that unfortunately author-
ized the use of force. It authorized war. And so why in the world 
would we be stonewalled and not receive the information that we 
asked for? 

The world is not any safer as we see. Yes, we all agree that we 
must fight a war to end terrorism. But we cannot fight a war in 
such a way that it creates a world that is less safe and more dan-
gerous. Iraq has become a haven for terrorists and it was not that 
before the invasion and the occupation. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, I think that all the questions are very le-
gitimate that we are asking. That the American people deserve 
this; that any reference to politicizing this effort is incorrect; that 
democracy is about the involvement of people; the demand of the 
American people to ask their Government to petition their Govern-
ment for information that they so desire. 

Again, we have seen the devastation in the wake of this horrific 
hurricane, Katrina. Where are the resources—where are the re-
sources to protect our American people and protect our domestic se-
curity and economic security? Those resources are not there be-
cause of many reasons, and one of those reasons is the funding of 
this war, 300-and-some billion, which has been authorized. 

And so today, Mr. Chairman, I say people deserve the right to 
know where their taxpayer dollars are going. They deserve this in-
formation. And finally, let me just request, Mr. Chairman, the cus-
tomary 2 days to submit additional or dissenting views on all three 
resolutions. 

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
would like to state for the record that Mr. Royce and Mr. Payne 
are both absent on official business, representing us at the United 
Nations. When the Committee reconvenes at 2 p.m., the motions 
pending will be to order all three resolutions, H. Res. 375, H. Res. 
408, and H. Res. 419, adversely. 

The Committee stands in recess until 2 p.m. 
[Recess.] 
Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order. 
When the Committee recessed, we had concluded debate on the 

three resolutions of inquiry, H. Res. 375, H. Res. 408, and H. Res. 
419. We will now proceed to vote on the pending motions to report 
each resolution adversely. 

The question occurs on H. Res. 375 on the motion to report the 
resolution adversely. 

All in favor say aye. 
All opposed say no. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I request a recorded vote. 
Chairman HYDE. The gentleman requests a recorded vote and 

the clerk will call the role. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach. 
Mr. LEACH. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach votes no. 
Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 
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Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 
Mr. Burton. 
Mr. BURTON. Aye.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Burton votes yes. 
Mr. Gallegly. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 
Mr. Rohrabacher. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 
Mr. Royce. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. King. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chabot. 
Mr. CHABOT. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 
Mr. Tancredo. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 
Mr. Paul. 
Mr. PAUL. Present. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Paul votes present. 
Mr. Issa. 
Mr. ISSA. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Issa votes yes. 
Mr. Flake. 
Mr. FLAKE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Flake votes yes. 
Mrs. Davis. 
Mrs. DAVIS. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 
Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Green votes yes. 
Mr. Weller. 
Mr. WELLER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Weller votes yes. 
Mr. Pence. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCotter. 
Mr. MCCOTTER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 
Ms. Harris. 
Ms. HARRIS. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Harris votes yes. 
Mr. Wilson. 
Mr. WILSON. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 
Mr. Boozman. 
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Mr. BOOZMAN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 
Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. BARRETT. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 
Mr. Mack. 
Mr. MACK. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Mack votes yes. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 
Mr. MCCAUL. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 
Mr. Poe. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Lantos. 
Mr. LANTOS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Lantos votes no. 
Mr. Berman. 
Mr. BERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Berman votes no. 
Mr. Ackerman. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Payne. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 
Mr. BROWN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Brown votes no. 
Mr. Sherman. 
Mr. SHERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Sherman votes no. 
Mr. Wexler. 
Mr. WEXLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wexler votes no. 
Mr. Engel. 
Mr. ENGEL. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Engel votes no. 
Mr. Delahunt. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 
Mr. Meeks. 
Mr. MEEKS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Meeks votes no. 
Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Lee votes no. 
Mr. Crowley. 
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Mr. CROWLEY. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Crowley votes no. 
Mr. Blumenauer. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 
Ms. Berkley. 
Ms. BERKLEY. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Berkley votes no. 
Ms. Napolitano. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Schiff. 
Mr. SCHIFF. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Schiff votes no. 
Ms. Watson. 
Ms. WATSON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Watson votes no. 
Mr. Smith of Washington. 
Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 
Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. McCollum votes no. 
Mr. Chandler. 
Mr. CHANDLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chandler votes no. 
Mr. Cardoza. 
Mr. CARDOZA. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 
Chairman Hyde. 
Chairman HYDE. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 
Chairman HYDE. Have we all voted? Anybody wish to change 

their vote? If not, would the clerk announce the roll? 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Poe. 
Mr. POE. No—I vote aye, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman HYDE. The clerk will reflect the vote. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Poe votes yes. 
There are 22 ayes, 21 noes, and 1 voting present. 
Chairman HYDE. The ayes have it and the motion to vote ad-

versely is adopted. 
And the question occurs on the vote to report the resolution H. 

Res. 408 adversely. 
All those in favor say aye. 
All opposed, no. 
The ayes have it. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request a rollcall. 
Chairman HYDE. The clerk will call the roll. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach. 
Mr. LEACH. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach votes no. 
Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 
Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 
Mr. Burton. 
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Mr. BURTON. Aye.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Burton votes yes. 
Mr. Gallegly. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 
Mr. Rohrabacher. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 
Mr. Royce. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. King. 
Mr. KING. Yes.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. King votes yes. 
Mr. Chabot. 
Mr. CHABOT. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 
Mr. Tancredo. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 
Mr. Paul. 
Mr. PAUL. Present. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Paul votes present. 
Mr. Issa. 
Mr. ISSA. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Issa votes yes. 
Mr. Flake. 
Mr. FLAKE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Flake votes yes. 
Mrs. Davis. 
Mrs. DAVIS. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 
Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Green votes yes. 
Mr. Weller. 
Mr. WELLER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Weller votes yes. 
Mr. Pence. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCotter. 
Mr. MCCOTTER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 
Ms. Harris. 
Ms. HARRIS. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Harris votes yes. 
Mr. Wilson. 
Mr. WILSON. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 
Mr. Boozman. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 
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Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. BARRETT. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 
Mr. Mack. 
Mr. MACK. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Mack votes yes. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 
Mr. MCCAUL. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 
Mr. Poe. 
Mr. POE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Poe votes yes. 
Mr. Lantos. 
Mr. LANTOS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Lantos votes no. 
Mr. Berman. 
Mr. BERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Berman votes no. 
Mr. Ackerman. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Payne. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 
Mr. BROWN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Brown votes no. 
Mr. Sherman. 
Mr. SHERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Sherman votes no. 
Mr. Wexler. 
Mr. WEXLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wexler votes no. 
Mr. Engel. 
Mr. ENGEL. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Engel votes no. 
Mr. Delahunt. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 
Mr. Meeks. 
Mr. MEEKS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Meeks votes no. 
Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Lee votes no. 
Mr. Crowley. 
Mr. CROWLEY. No. 
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Ms. RUSH. Mr. Crowley votes no. 
Mr. Blumenauer. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 
Ms. Berkley. 
Ms. BERKLEY. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Berkley votes no. 
Mrs. Napolitano. 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mrs. Napolitano votes no. 
Mr. Schiff. 
Mr. SCHIFF. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Schiff votes no. 
Ms. Watson. 
Ms. WATSON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Watson votes no. 
Mr. Smith of Washington. 
Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 
Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. McCollum votes no. 
Mr. Chandler. 
Mr. CHANDLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chandler votes no. 
Mr. Cardoza. 
Mr. CARDOZA. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 
Chairman Hyde. 
Chairman HYDE. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 
Chairman HYDE. Have we all voted? Anybody wish to change 

their vote? If not, the clerk will report the roll. 
Ms. RUSH. On this vote there are 23 ayes, 22 nos, and 1 voting 

present. 
Chairman HYDE. The ayes have it. The motion to report ad-

versely is adopted. 
And the question occurs on the motion to report the resolution 

H. Res. 419 adversely. 
All in favor say aye. 
All opposed, no. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach. 
Mr. LEACH. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Leach votes yes. 
Mr. Smith of New Jersey. 
Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of New Jersey votes yes. 
Mr. Burton. 
Mr. BURTON. Aye.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Burton votes yes. 
Mr. Gallegly. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Gallegly votes yes. 
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Ms. Ros-Lehtinen.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Ros-Lehtinen votes yes. 
Mr. Rohrabacher. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Rohrabacher votes yes. 
Mr. Royce. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. King. 
Mr. KING. Yes.
Ms. RUSH. Mr. King votes yes. 
Mr. Chabot. 
Mr. CHABOT. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chabot votes yes. 
Mr. Tancredo. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Tancredo votes yes. 
Mr. Paul. 
Mr. PAUL. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Paul votes yes. 
Mr. Issa. 
Mr. ISSA. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Issa votes yes. 
Mr. Flake. 
Mr. FLAKE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Flake votes yes. 
Mrs. Davis. 
Mrs. DAVIS. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mrs. Davis votes yes. 
Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Green votes yes. 
Mr. Weller. 
Mr. WELLER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Weller votes yes. 
Mr. Pence. 
Mr. PENCE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Pence votes yes. 
Mr. McCotter. 
Mr. MCCOTTER. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCotter votes yes. 
Ms. Harris. 
Ms. HARRIS. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Harris votes yes. 
Mr. Wilson. 
Mr. WILSON. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wilson votes yes. 
Mr. Boozman. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Boozman votes yes. 
Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. BARRETT. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Barrett votes yes. 
Mr. Mack. 
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Mr. MACK. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Mack votes yes. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Fortenberry votes yes. 
Mr. McCaul. 
Mr. MCCAUL. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. McCaul votes yes. 
Mr. Poe. 
Mr. POE. Yes. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Poe votes yes. 
Mr. Lantos. 
Mr. LANTOS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Lantos votes no. 
Mr. Berman. 
Mr. BERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Berman votes no. 
Mr. Ackerman. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Ackerman votes no. 
Mr. Faleomavaega. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Payne. 
[No response.] 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Menendez votes no. 
Mr. Brown. 
Mr. BROWN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Brown votes no. 
Mr. Sherman. 
Mr. SHERMAN. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Sherman votes no. 
Mr. Wexler. 
Mr. WEXLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Wexler votes no. 
Mr. Engel. 
Mr. ENGEL. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Engel votes no. 
Mr. Delahunt. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Delahunt votes no. 
Mr. Meeks. 
Mr. MEEKS. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Meeks votes no. 
Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Lee votes no. 
Mr. Crowley. 
Mr. CROWLEY. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Crowley votes no. 
Mr. Blumenauer. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Blumenauer votes no. 
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Ms. Berkley. 
Ms. BERKLEY. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Berkley votes no. 
Mrs. Napolitano. 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mrs. Napolitano votes no. 
Mr. Schiff. 
Mr. SCHIFF. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Schiff votes no. 
Ms. Watson. 
Ms. WATSON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. Watson votes no. 
Mr. Smith of Washington. 
Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Smith of Washington votes no. 
Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Ms. McCollum votes no. 
Mr. Chandler. 
Mr. CHANDLER. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Chandler votes no. 
Mr. Cardoza. 
Mr. CARDOZA. No. 
Ms. RUSH. Mr. Cardoza votes no. 
Ms. RUSH. Chairman Hyde. 
Chairman HYDE. Aye. 
Ms. RUSH. Chairman Hyde votes yes. 
Chairman HYDE. Have all voted who wish? Anybody wish to 

change their vote? If not, the clerk will report. 
Ms. RUSH. On this vote there are 26 yeses and 21 noes. 
Chairman HYDE. And the ayes have it. The motion to report ad-

versely is adopted. And, without objection, the staff is directed to 
make any technical and conforming changes. 

Ladies and gentlemen, before you leave, the Chair would like to 
announce that it is not customary to introduce people in the audi-
ence at Committee meetings, but occasionally we break that rule; 
and we break the rule now to introduce a visitor, Mr. James Sheri-
dan, a member of the British Parliament House of Commons, the 
Labor Party, and he is visiting us. Mr. Sheridan. 

The Committee stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 2:23 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 
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A P P E N D I X 

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE GRACE F. NAPOLITANO, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

H. RES. 375

Mr. Chairman, I was unable to attend the vote on H.Res. 375, Requesting the 
President and directing the Secretary of State to transmit to the House of Representa-
tives not later than 14 days after the date of the adoption of this resolution all infor-
mation in the possession of the President and the Secretary of State relating to com-
munication with officials of the United Kingdom between January 1, 2002, and Octo-
ber 16, 2002, relating to the policy of the United States with respect to Iraq. I would 
like the record to reflect that I would have voted NO on H.RES. 375. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE EARL BLUMENAUER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

H. RES. 375, H. RES. 408, AND H. RES. 419

Today was another missed opportunity for Congress to do its duty in oversight 
of the Bush Administration’s actions in the lead-up to war in Iraq. Our House Inter-
national Relations Committee had resolutions of inquiry about the ‘‘Downing Street’’ 
Memo and the illegal identification of CIA agent Valerie Plame. These issues raise 
serious questions about the administration’s behavior. As a member of the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations, I am embarrassed that Congress gets 
more accurate information from the news media than we do from our own oversight 
and investigative activities and high-level administration briefings. 

We must heed the admission of former Secretary of State Colin Powell, who re-
cently referred to his false descriptions of Iraqi weapons programs before the United 
Nations Security Council as a permanent ‘‘blot’’ on his record. This Congress is at 
risk that our failure to provide this essential oversight will be a ‘‘blot’’ on our record 
as well. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BETTY MCCOLLUM, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

H. RES. 375, H. RES. 409, AND H. RES. 419

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my support for H. Res. 375, as well as H. Res. 
408 and H. Res. 419, all requesting information from the Administration regarding 
plans and communication leading up to the war in Iraq, as well as requesting infor-
mation regarding the leak of CIA Agent Valerie Plame’s name to the media. These 
resolutions highlight a disturbing trend within the Bush Administration to hide crit-
ical information from Congress and the American people. The President owes Amer-
icans the truth, especially when it involves the lives of our sons and daughters. 

Like so many of my colleagues, and so many of my constituents in the 4th District 
of Minnesota, I was profoundly disturbed when I learned of the so-called Downing 
Street Memo in May 2005. This document details minutes of a July 2002 meeting 
between British Prime Minister Tony Blair and his cabinet. The minutes of the 
meeting indicate that British officials believed President Bush had already decided 
to pursue war with Iraq. The minutes further appear to indicate that the Bush Ad-
ministration was intentionally distorting intelligence information to justify the case 
for invading Iraq. 
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Concern by Congress and the American people regarding the Downing Street 
Memo have escalated since first reported. Earlier this year, over ninety Members 
of the House sent a letter to President Bush requesting a full accounting of these 
allegations. The President has yet to respond to this letter. However, the British 
government has not disputed the authenticity of the Downing Street Memo, and a 
former senior Bush Administration official has confirmed the accuracy of this ac-
count to the press. The failure of the Administration to address these concerns and 
to adequately investigate the leak of an undercover CIA agent’s name to the media 
is obstructionist. This is a meter of accountability and transparency, and I support 
all three of these resolutions. 

While all Americans stand united in support of our troops, President Bush has 
offered no plan for success in Iraq. In fact, most Americans now agree that the 
President’s complete mishandling of the war in Iraq has transformed Iraq into a ter-
rorist haven and made our own nation less safe. As a member of the minority party 
in Congress, I will continue to hold the Bush Administration accountable for the 
flawed and dangerous policy in Iraq. 

H. Res. 375, H. Res. 408, and H. Res. 419 should be favorably reported out of the 
House International Relations Committee, and the citizens of this country should 
finally be told the truth by this Administration. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES A. LEACH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 

H. RES. 375

First, let me say that the opening statement of the Chairman was one of the most 
thoughtful opening statements of a Chairman that I’ve ever listened to. Secondly, 
I want to explain why I don’t find it completely compelling. 

It is true that this Congress and other committees and commissions have overseen 
aspects of the intelligence issue. But this inquiry is partly about intelligence and 
partly about diplomacy and it’s partly about other things. For example, on the post-
invasion planning, there’s a quote from a British cabinet paper which says post-war 
occupation of Iraq could lead to a protracted and costly nation-building exercise and 
that U.S. military plans are virtually silent on this point. This British assessment 
at the time is of extraordinary significance. It is an aspect of United States policy 
for which the case for transparency is rather strong. 

There is a clear element of partisanship in this inquiry. On the other hand, all 
of us should understand that it is the responsibility of the minority party to hold 
the majority party accountable. It’s also the responsibility of the United States Con-
gress to oversee the Executive Branch. And these two perspectives are far more sig-
nificant than the partisan advantage. 

I will conclude with one observation about a statement last week. The former Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell stated that it was a blot on his record that he misused 
intelligence. I don’t want it to be a blot on the Congress’ record that we refused the 
most vigorous oversight of the most extraordinary foreign policy initiative of the last 
generation, an initiative that at this moment in time appears to have enormously 
consequential and frail implications for our national security. Accordingly, I’m hard-
pressed to do anything except support this inquiry despite the powerful statement 
of the Chairman. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT MENENDEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

H. RES 419

Mr. Chairman, on February 25, 2004—over a year and a half ago—this Com-
mittee convened to discuss a very similar piece of legislation to what we are dis-
cussing today. 

Over a year and a half ago, Members of this Committee made what should have 
been a very simple request—they asked that Congress and this Committee be given 
the information needed to conduct its own investigation into the unauthorized nam-
ing of a CIA operative. 

And over a year and a half ago, this resolution was defeated on a purely partisan 
basis—perhaps by some who believed election year politics were more important 
than discovering the truth about a felony. 

Mr. Chairman, the questions I asked the Committee back in February 2004 are 
still relevant today. 
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Do we support the law of the land which clearly states that disclosing the name 
of a covert agent is a crime? 

Will we stand up for the men and women who risk their lives as covert agents 
around the world to protect the national security of the United States? 

Do we believe that Congress must fulfill its own oversight function? 
If you answer yes to each of these questions, then you should join me and support 

this resolution, which would simply give the Congress and this Committee the tools 
it needs to conduct an independent Congressional investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, the way this case has been allowed to languish and fade from the 
American consciousness is unacceptable. Congress has an obligation to the Amer-
ican people and to the intelligence community to investigate this issue ourselves. 

I have several serious concerns regarding the manner in which the administration 
has handled this case, and recently released information this summer only deepened 
those concerns. 

First, in this case, the Executive branch should not be allowed to investigate 
itself. There is an inherent conflict of interest which underscores the need for Con-
gressional oversight. 

This is particularly true given the serious allegations that Valerie Plame’s name 
was leaked in retaliation for her husband’s comments on the administration’s policy 
on the Iraq war. If these allegations are correct, the administration is playing a dan-
gerous and illegal game, risking the lives of covert operatives and the nation’s na-
tional security in a petty drive to silence critics. 

Secondly, I am deeply concerned by allegations that arose this past summer that 
Karl Rove, the Deputy Chief of Staff at the White House, was the source of the leak. 

This administration has stated multiple times that anyone who was found to be 
involved with the leak would be fired. And yet, Karl Rove remains in his post. 
Whether Karl Rove violated the law or not is a question for the special prosecutor—
but the White House said they had a higher standard. I call on the White House 
to make good on its pledge and ask for Rove’s resignation. The White House should 
not aid and abet those within it in if they expose CIA agents who work for this 
country and defend it from danger. 

The time is passed when Congress should have taken the reins of this investiga-
tion and ensured its integrity and impartiality. 

And so I ask my colleagues now, a year and a half after this resolution was first 
brought before us—how long will we continue to abrogate our responsibility? 

How long will we continue to fail to uphold the law of the land? 
How long will we continue to fall short of providing full protection for our intel-

ligence community? 
We have already wasted a year and a half of time, when the Congress could have 

been conducting its own independent investigation. 
We have already allowed partisanship to supersede obligation, when this resolu-

tion failed on a strictly party-line vote last February. 
CIA agents operate in secret so they can protect America from its enemies, from 

terrorism here at home. When their identities are revealed, not only are they put 
at risk but America is also put at risk. 

Today we are being given the chance to right this wrong, to exercise our obliga-
tion of oversight. And after what we have witnessed during the past year and half 
of this investigation, every Member of Congress should be willing and ready to do 
so. 

H. RES. 375 AND H. RES. 408

• H. Res. 375—Resolution of Inquiry requesting transmission of documents 
from Secretary of State relating to communication of officials in UK on Iraq 
between Jan. 1, 2002 and Oct. 16, 2002

• H. Res. 408—Resolution of Inquiry, requesting transmission of documents 
from Secretary of Defense relating to communications with UK officials on 
policy of US to Iraq

Mr. Chairman, with each of the Resolutions of Inquiries we will vote on today, 
the Congress is simply saying: 

We have the right to know. 
The American people have the right to know. 
And the Congress of the United States has an obligation to the American people 

to make sure that the Executive branch is carrying-out its duties and informing the 
public. 

In the particular case of the two resolutions of inquiry related to Iraq, we are sim-
ply asking for information on the decisions this administration made when it led 
our country into an elective war in Iraq. 
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1 Statement attributed to Sir Richard Dearlove, Chief of MI6. Downing Street Memo, To: 
David Manning, From: Matthew Rycroft, 23 July 2002, as published by The Sunday Times of 
London.

2 Statement attributed to Geoff Hoon, Foreign Secretary. Downing Street Memo, To: David 
Manning, From: Matthew Rycroft, 23 July 2002, as published by The Sunday Times of London.

The Downing Street Memo is a summary of a high level meeting with Tony Blair 
and senior members of his national security team. This memo seems to have critical 
information on pre-war planning in the US and Britain. 

Most importantly, the memo, as reported in the press, indicates that:
• President Bush and Prime Minister Blair had already decided to go war and 

the US was already involved in detailed war planning in July 2002;
• ‘‘the intelligence and the facts were being fixed around the policy;’’ 1 
• the real reason for the war was to overthrow Saddam Hussein and had little 

to do with weapons of mass destruction;
• policy makers knew that the case for war was weak. As was reportedly said 

by the British foreign secretary, ‘‘The case was thin. Saddam was not threat-
ening his neighbours, and his WMD capability was less than that of Libya, 
North Korea or Iran.’’ 2 

• the British Attorney General doubted whether international law would sup-
port the US case for war; and

• the US was doing little or no post-war planning.
And all of this was in 2002—eight months before the start of the war, three 

months before the Congressional vote authorizing force, and four months before the 
British/US resolution on Iraq at the UN. 

All we are asking is to know whether this information is accurate. All we are ask-
ing is to be allowed to see this information ourselves, so that we can know what 
really happened. 

All we are asking is that the American public be given the facts so they can make 
their own judgments. 

Since the administration’s main reasons for the war have proven false, the Down-
ing Street Memo, and other documents, may provide answers to the most critical 
questions about why we went to war. 

If the Administration has nothing to hide, then they should be happy to let the 
Congress and the American public sees this information and has the answers to 
these important questions. 

There is no more sacred trust that we give our President than the decision to go 
to war—the decision to send our young men and women into harm’s way. As Mem-
bers of Congress and as Americans, we must learn the true story behind this Presi-
dent’s decision to take this country into an elective war. 

It has become clear to everyone that the Administration’s claims that we were in 
immediate danger from Saddam’s weapons of mass destruction were untrue. This 
President, preemptively and without solid justification, led our country into a war 
that has killed almost 1,900 soldiers and will cost us over $200 billion dollars, and 
all without a plan to win the peace. 

Mr. Chairman, with these resolutions we are simply saying that Congress, and 
America, has the right to know what the Administration knew, when they knew it, 
and how and why they made their decisions. 

At a time when so many of our country’s bravest and brightest have died in this 
war and continue to be in harm’s way, the American people deserve to have real 
answers to these serious questions. 

Vote No on the motion.

Æ
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